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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Rock. Steve

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: EMF Site FMC OU Site Identification Number
Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 12:51:33 PM

The CERCLA Site and OU identification number is 105X00.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Marguerite Carpenter; Rob Hartman

Cc: kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Ed
Greutert. [USA]; Zavala, Bernie; Nadagouda. Mallikarjuna; Madabhushi. Sriram [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: EPA Comments on FMC OU Preliminary GW RD Submittal

Date: Friday, May 01, 2015 6:59:27 PM

Attachments: EPA Comments on FMC OU Preliminary GW RD Submittal 5-1-15.pdf

IDEQ Comments Wayne C FMC Groundwater Desian Plans.pdf

Marjo and Rob:

Attached are comments from EPA developed in consultation with IDEQ and the Tribes. Some of the
comments generated by IDEQ staff are in a separate file to make formatting less complicated. This
set of comments includes those provided March 7, 2015 and builds upon that set of initial
comments.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

May 1, 2015

EPA Review Comments on the Groundwater Remedy Preliminary Engineering Design
Submittal of January 30, 2015

FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116
Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site

This set of review comments includes those provided in writing March 7, 2015 and discussed
March 11, 2015 at a meeting in Pocatello, ID supplemented by additional comments developed
since then. A revised 30 percent RD submittal is not necessary if these comments can be
addressed in development of the 60 percent RD submittal.

Preliminary Engineering Design Report
General Comments

The rationale for some aspects of the preliminary design needs to be provided. There are
different remedial designs which could be developed to implement the selected remedy. The text
should briefly explain remedial design options that were considered for extraction, treatment, and
disposition of the treated groundwater. This should include a description of what other treatment
options were considered and how the proposed treatment train was selected, including the choice
of ferric chloride and polymer.

The value and limitations of using the recently updated groundwater flow model for placement
of extraction wells needs to be described. FMC’s January 9, 2015 response to EPA comments of
December 4, 2014 on the draft Hydrogeologic Study Report (HSR) suggests the model might not
be able to simulate the hydraulic effects of extraction well pumping with confidence.

The treatability testing appears to have assumed that EPA has selected a required treatment level
for total phosphorous of 300 ug/L prior to percolation or injection back into the aquifer. The
IRODA does not specify a limit and EPA has not yet selected one. The rationale for proposing
this limit needs to be provided.

EPA comments of December 4, 2014 on the draft HSR stated that groundwater samples from the
plume will need to be analyzed using the expanded list prior to concluding how groundwater will
be treated, and a schedule for accomplishing that work was to be provided in the preliminary
remedial design.

The text of the report needs to generally describe the how typical concentration of cations/anions
in the extracted water, and not just principal COCs, will be treated. Also, potential treatment
chemicals (e.g. flocculants) need to be listed specifically and their anticipated concentrations in
the treated water included.

Generally describe anticipated chemical interactions between treated effluent and the unsaturated
zone material beneath the proposed infiltration pond. The potential for reduction in hydraulic
conductivity over time should be considered along with the potential for concentrating minerals
from the effluent within the unsaturated zone.







7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

1)

2)

The preliminary design does not include sufficient information about how the groundwater
plume baseline conditions will be established. The 60 percent RD must describe and illustrate
monitoring wells transects to be constructed in order to establish pre-remedial action conditions
and evaluate groundwater cleanup progress during remedial action.

The document must include a discussion and accompanying table of each of the COCs (see
Table 8 of the IRODA) that describes how the proposed treatment system will meet the cleanup
standards and how the treatability study supports the ability for the proposed system to meet
cleanup levels.

The document should explain the general strategy of how treatment water influent will be tested
to ensure that COC levels are within the treatment system design criteria, what those influent
criteria are, and how treated effluent will be tested, prior to discharge into the percolation pond,
to ensure treatment levels have been met.

Since groundwater COC concentrations can vary with time, the optimal dose of FeClz must be
determined carefully. A general description of how this will be performed must be included

The preliminary design estimates that 530 gallons per minute (gpm) can be extracted from 11
wells, requiring on an average of 48 gpm production from each well. However, none of the three
test wells were shown to produce at these rates during aquifer testing.

Conduct a thorough review of subsequent RD document to address grammatical mistakes (e.qg.,
an incomplete sentence in section 5.3.7, page 5-7 fifth sentence), typographical errors (e.g.,
filtation instead of “filtration”) and formatting errors, and to make sure acronymns are
completely and correctly spelled out the first time used.

The treatability study focused only on As and P4, and it is not clear if the method tested was
capable of treating all COCs (metals and non-metals) to reduce below MCLS or RBCs. Even if
the study is acceptable as presented, it is not clear if bench-scale to field scale transition can be
successfully achieved.

Preliminary Engineering Design Report
Specific Comments

Section 1.2, Compliance During Remedial Design With Applicable Regulatory
Requirements. Rename this section to “Use of EPA Guidance and Best Professional Practice”
and include additional EPA guidance documents. Also, include a general statement about best
professional geologic and engineering practices. EPA guidance is not law or regulation and does
not address all matters of professional practice.

Section 1.3, Design Sequencing. Revise second bullet to include the 60 percent RD as it is a
necessary step.







3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

Table 2.1 Definition of Terms, “FMC Operable Unit (OU)”. Please note that, similar to the
RCRA ponds, the Calciner Ponds are within the bounds of the OU but were not capped as a
CERCLA response action.

Section 2.4, Nature and Extent of Groundwater and Surface Water Contamination. The
updated conceptual site model (CSM) needs to be included in this section. Briefly summarize
the current CSM including geological cross-sections developed from information acquired
during the installation of the most recent test extraction and monitoring wells.

Section 2.4, Nature and Extent of Groundwater and Surface Water Contamination, page 2-
8 and Table 2.2. The last paragraph of the text and far-right column of Table 2.2 appear to be
inconsistent with the IRODA Table 8 list of COCs. Also, Table 2.2 appears to only include a
summary of groundwater quality data through 2008. Summarize historic and recent groundwater
quality data, and replace Table 2.2 with Table 8 from the IRODA.

Section 2.5.1 Remedial Action Objectives for Site Groundwater, page 2-11. After the fourth
bullet the text must explain how a proposed treatment limit for total phosphorous was developed
based upon water quality criteria pursuant to Sections 303 and 304 of the Clean Water Act.

Section 2.5.2 Selected Remedy Summary for Site Groundwater, page 2-12. The first bullet
references a figure 2-6 which may illustrate the infiltration basin(s) but this figure wasn’t
included in this document. Please include this figure or remove the reference to it.

Section 2.5.2 Selected Remedy for Site Groundwater, page2-12, first complete bullet.
Clarify that the Remedial Design will present the long-term monitoring well network to be
installed during Remedial Action, and that it may use some of the existing monitoring wells.

Section 3.0. Include either a reference to or language from section 4.0 Environmental
Monitoring, in the Preliminary Draft Groundwater Operations, Monitoring and Maintenance
Plan (FMC OU Remedial Design Groundwater Remedial Action Supporting Documents)
regarding sampling of influent and effluent water.

Section 3.1.1 Groundwater Extraction System, page 3-1. Delete the first sentence of the
second paragraph. EPA concurs with the Statement “During implementation of the groundwater
extraction remedy, the aquifer system will be stressed and additional site-specific data will be
collected to determine if the groundwater restoration RAO can be achieved within a reasonable
timeframe.” This statement underscores the need to develop a groundwater monitoring network
during Remedial Design which can be installed and used during Remedial Action to evaluate the
effectiveness of source control measures and the extraction/treatment system.

Section 3.1.1, Objective, page 3-2. The text states the first objective of the extraction well
system is to restore groundwater impacted by site sources to RBCs MCLs, or site-specific
background levels. Based on the information presented in the 30% design the extraction and
treatment system is intended primarily to prevent further contaminant migration off site, and
eventually to restore groundwater quality. Provide further discussion on how the proposed design
will meet both objectives.







12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

Section 3.1.1, Objective, page 3-2. Reference where in the Remedial Design report the rationale
for the proposed groundwater concentration cleanup numbers for the protection of the Portneuf
River (surface water) using the Water Quality Criteria (WQC) as the target goal are found.

3.2.2 Groundwater Monitoring, Performance Standard, page 3-3. Clarify that the Remedial
Design will present the long-term monitoring well network to be installed during Remedial
Action, and that it may use some of the existing monitoring wells. An analysis is needed to
identify existing monitoring wells in FMC’s Interim CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring
Program to determine which are appropriate locations and depths for monitoring the
effectiveness of the ET Caps and the Groundwater extraction system. Additional monitoring
well locations and depths should then be proposed in response to this analysis.

4.1 Hydrogeological Study, page 4-2, Last bullet. A statement is made that hydraulic
containment appears to be lost in the joint fence line area between FMC and Simplot properties
when modelling the preliminary design of eleven extraction wells. Figure 5-1 illustrates the
hydraulic containment would not be effective in an area of high arsenic (300 to 200 pg/L)
concentrations in the groundwater on the FMC property. Simulation needs to be performed with
two additional extraction wells to capture groundwater in this area using the particle tracking
model. The Remedial Design will need to describe and illustrate how contaminated groundwater
on site, including the joint fence line area, will be captured.

Section 4.2, Bench-Scale Treatability Study. Include the chemical formula(s) of the proposed
anionic polymer(s), the process byproducts, and the expected concentrations of byproducts that
will remain in process water to be discharged.

5.1.1 Extraction Well Spacing and Pumping Rates, page 5-1. Additional extraction wells will
likely be needed along the joint fence line area where groundwater concentrations for both
arsenic and total phosphorus are well above the site standard. An additional model simulation
should be performed with particle tracking to determine the optimal location and spacing.

Section 5.2.1, Process Description, second paragraph, page 5-3. The text states the treatment
train is designed to treat an average flow of 515 gallons per minute (gpm) and the expected
pumping rate is 530 gpm (page 3-2). Please correct this type of discrepancy in subsequent RD
documents.

Section 5.3.7, Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water Supply. Include a statement that if the
restroom facility in the WTP is hooked to a septic system then coordination with either the
Southeast Idaho Public Health or Tribal equivalent will be conducted to ensure the substantive
requirements of a septic system permit are met. If the septic system will be large-capacity as
defined by the minimum federal Underground Injection Control (UIC) regulations then inventory
information will need to be provided to EPA’s UIC program.

Figure 5-1. Particle paths are often sub-perpendicular or near parallel to groundwater contours
(most evident on the western side of the figure) and in one case a particle path crosses at least
four others. Correct or provide justification.







20)

21)

22)

7.3 Field Sampling and Quality Assurance Plans, page 7-2. A draft Field Sampling and
Quality Assurance Plans must be developed for review with the 60 percent RD submittal. Also,
field work will be conducted for the installation of extraction wells and monitoring wells. These
draft work plans or an addendum of the past work plan must be included in the next RD
submittal.

Appendix B, Bench-Scale Treatability Study Report. This report was often difficult to follow
due to key information, such as the matrix scheme, left undisclosed for the reader to discover by
digging through attached documents or relying on memory. Provide a summary of the treatability
study design and conclusions in section 1.

Appendix C-5, 4.3 Outflows: Clarify how the vertical hydraulic gradient was derived (show
values), explain what value (i.e. 1 or 1.19) was used in the volumetric flux rate used for the pond
design, and explain why that value was chosen. (A dh/dl of 1 results in a Q of 512 gpm [most
likely case over the long term], whereas a dh/dl of 1.19 results in a Q of 609.9 gpm; explain how
this is conservative and its impact on the RD.







Section Page Comment
1 Add short text to explain all the relevant different elements FMC OU as shown in
1.1 Purpose and Figure 1-2, explaining the classification such as RA-A, RA-C, etc. and their relevance in
1-1 . . . . ... . L . .
Scope the overall remedial action being designed. If additional information is available in
other reports cite and reference as appropriate.
2 :;ie':ta:;r:o?lnd 2.7 Briefly summarize how soil contamination is being addressed, and the relationship
. between the soil remedy source control component and the groundwater remedy.
Contamination
o .Prc_)cess 5-3 Provide details of the anionic polymer to be used.
description
4 5.6 Green and Consider adding text to reflect that additional evaluations for GSR evaluations will be
o performed to refine and optimize the design the overall environmental footprint.
Sustainable 5-8 , . . .
.. (EPA’s Spreadsheets for Environmental Footprint Analysis can be used to assess and
Remediation . s
improve individual elements of the proposed remedy).
5 2.0 Subbortin All COCs including non-metals should be included in the discussion of all supporting
’ PP g 7-1 documents such as Field Sampling and Quality Assurance Plan, Performance Standard
Documents g . . . —
Verification Plan, Operation Maintenance and Monitoring Plan, etc.
6 63 of 459 of | Most of the Design Drawings provided in the Appendix A are acceptable for a RD30
Appendix A the pdf document. Some changes will be anticipated following incorporation of comments
document from this and future versions of the RD.
7 Treatability study is inconclusive as it does not address all the COCs to be treated and |
106 of 459 any resultant chemicals will be addressed after treating for the two metals in question
. Additional explanation is needed, and further studies may be required For example,
Appendix B of the pdf . .
document the effectiveness of the coagulant and polymer on other metals or any residual
chemicals (including radionuclides) from Table 8 of the IRODA will need to be
evaluated.
8 It is not clear how the groundwater obtained from the aquifer test can be used as
. representative of water to be remediated throughout the extraction area over time.
Appendix B . 1. . . .
Add text in the RD report text treatability study summary section which explains key
1.2 Groundwater 1 . - . .
samolin assumptions, and the flexibility needed to respond to variable chemical
pling concentrations.
9 Explain why wells 110, 146 and TW-9S were selected for this comparison instead of up
Appendix B gradient (to extraction wells) wells 108, 123 and 145.
3.1 Groundwater 6
) Also, it appears concentrations of Potassium and Sodium which both are very high
were not addressed by the treatability study.
10 Appendix B From Table 3.4, it appears that the Phosphorous is still above the study goal of 300
L Bri . o .
3.3 Treated Water 12 ug/L even after the treatment. Briefly describe how the treatability study results will

Quality

be extrapolated to inform the remedial design.








Also, not all eight RCRA metals were sampled. Barium and Chromium are missing. Thi
should be explained.
11 Appendix C f3:r2t::2‘:)5d9f Not all calculations and design criteria were reviewed in this phase of the remedial
design plan. These will be reviewed in detail in the 60 percent RD.
document
12 357 of 459
Appendix C-2 for the pdf Check and update the acronym used for water treatment plant as WTP.
document
13 381 of 459
Appendix C-6 for the pdf Briefly explain the basis for individual well yields.
document
14 | Appendices Dand E NA These will be reviewed in detail in the 60 percent RD.
15 . . 420 of 459
Construction Quality for the pdf | This will be reviewed in detail in the 60 percent RD.
Assurance Plan
document

Bench Scale Treatability Study Report

FLS Method

1)

The report should include a description of why the experimental conditions were chosen.
For example, normally to investigate the effect of different parameters such as chemical
dose, only chemical dose can be changed and all other parameters (i.e., pH and mixing rate)
have to be kept constant.

2) To investigate mixing rates, chemical doses are normally fixed. Also, one mixing rate has to
be maintained for certain durations. Explain why different mixing rates were used for one
experiment, for example, one 1 min rapid mix rate and two 10 min slow mix rates were
used.

3) Explain why Al;(SO4); was not tested.

4) Explain why only 20 and 40 mg/L FeCl; were tested.

5) Step 3 and 4. Explain why different settling times were used for the experiments. Also
explain why only acidic conditions were tested. Also, in all experiments (step 2, 3 and 4),
clarify whether the mixing duration was same.

PARSONS method
6) Clearly state what the volume of groundwater water tested was for each experiment.
7) Provide an explanation of how and why the different mixing durations with different mixing

rates was determined.







8)

9)

10)

Results

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

Conclusion

18)

19)

20)

21)

Explain why Al;(SO4); was not tested.

Explain why an anionic flocculation polymer was introduced, how the polymer
concentration was optimized, and why only two different pH values were tested.

For the bulk sludge sample test, explain why only 232 mg/L FeCl; with 1 mg/L polymer
condition was tested.

Table 3.1. Provide average and standard deviation after triplication of sample analysis.

Result 3.2. Since the experimental conditions for FLS and PARSONS methods are different,
the provided data cannot be combined together. Moreover, the produced data are not
continuous so the symbols cannot be connected. Bar charts would be better than line
charts.

Figure 3.1. The results from PARSONS’ experiments have to be provided separately. Also,
the data cannot be combined since the experimental conditions for FLS and PARSONS’
methods are different.

Since 58 mg/L as FeCl; with 1 mg/L polymer demonstrated the highest efficiency to remove
phosphate and arsenic, the optimal dose would seem to be 58 mg/L as FeCls with 1 mg/L
instead of 80 mg/L as FeCls with 1 mg/L polymer. Explain and, if necessary, revise the
conclusions.

Result 3.2.2. The investigation of mixing energy is not clear. Also, since the data are not
continuous the points should not be shown as connected by a line.

Result 3.2.3. Since the experimental conditions for FLS and PARSONS’ methods are
different, the data cannot be combined together.

Results 3.2.4. To perform the filtration testing, optimal chemical doses would have to be
tested instead of randomly selected values of chemical dose.

The optimal chemical dose has to be carefully determined, and further study might be
needed. This should be addressed in the 60% design.

Since the maximum mixing rate of the equipment is 90 rpm, the conclusion “A rapid mix
rate that correlates with 90 to 200 rpm at jar testing bench scale is sufficient for the rapid
mix stage” is overstated. Since formed floc can be broken due to rapid mixing, the mixing
rate has to be more carefully determined.

The conclusions, which were not proven by experiments in this reports, must be rephrased
to accurately reflect what the data demonstrate and acknowledge appropriate uncertainty.

Provide a summary of the treatability study design and conclusions in section 1.







Preliminary Draft Performance Standards Verification Plan

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Introduction, page 1-1. Clarify that the Groundwater Remedy Evaluation Monitoring
Plan will be developed for use during remedial action (extraction and treatment) rather
than post-RA as suggested.

1.2 Project Description, page 1-3. The general description of this monitoring plan or
verification plan states three different areas of monitoring will take place for this remedy.
These areas are (1) the operation of the groundwater extraction system, (2) site-wide
groundwater monitoring and (3) institutional controls. Add text which states that some of
the existing monitoring wells that were used for the remedial investigation may not be
useful in these monitoring programs and that new monitoring wells will need to be added.

1.3 Existing FMC Groundwater Monitoring Programs, page 1-3. Summarize the
existing Calciner Pond Remedial Action Groundwater Monitoring Plan and the RCRA
Interim Status Groundwater Monitoring Plan in addition to citing them. Explain briefly
(making reference to Figure 3-1) how a consolidated annual report will present the
overall quality of the groundwater based upon data obtained from the various monitoring
programs, and thus allow easier evaluation of the caps and extraction/treatment system.

2.2 Description of Performance Standards, Groundwater Extraction System, page 2-
1. The updated model suggests eleven extraction wells pumping at 536 GPM may be the
design for the network but the text in this section states 515 GPM. The text needs to be
consistent once the final number of extraction wells and estimated rates are determined.

3.0 Performance Standards Verification Plan, page 3-1 & Figure 3-1. The text in this
sections states the PSVP will provide a framework for evaluating the performance
metrics for each elements of the groundwater remedy. What is not stated in this plan is
the overall evaluation of the water quality as it leave the FMC OU. This type of
evaluation will help with the proposed long-term optimization program. The text must
also mention that groundwater leaving the Simplot OU commingles with the impacted
groundwater at the FMC OU. This section doesn’t mention assessment monitoring for the
FMC OU nor compliance monitoring for the EMF Superfund site and this is needed. The
assessment monitoring will evaluate how effective the various remedial components are
working while the compliance monitoring will be metrics for measuring the compliance
with the site standards. EPA has a guidance document that identifies six steps that can be
used for developing a monitoring program. This EPA guidance document must be cited
and used to develop the revised groundwater remedy evaluation monitoring plan. The
reference is Guidance for Monitoring at Hazardous Waste Sites-Framework for
Monitoring Plan Development and Implementation, U.S. EPA Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response, OSWER Directive No. 9355.4-28, January 2004 (EPA. 2004).

3.0 Performance Standards Verification Plan, page 3-1 & Figure 3-1. The existing
ICGMP must be replaced by the CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan and the
Remedial Design phase is when that should occur. An evaluation is needed to determine







7)

8)

9)

which existing monitoring wells can be used and where new monitoring wells are needed
to establish baseline conditions and monitor remedy progress over time.

3.0 Performance Standards Verification Plan, page 3-1 & Figure 3-1. As stated in
Section 3.1, the site wide monitoring will integrate the three groundwater monitoring
program and make inferences on the progress and recommendation for the next years
monitoring program. This figure has dotted lines and arrows pointing to the Interim
CERCLA Annual Evaluation Report as the document that brings together all of the
groundwater data and evaluates progress of the groundwater remedy for the FMC OU.
EPA conceptually agrees with the figure but the central set of boxes should be replaced
with the Groundwater Monitoring Plan to be developed under CERCLA during the
groundwater remedy RD phase.

3.1.1 Site-Wide Groundwater Performance Standards, page 3-2. Submit a draft of
the Long-Term CERCLA (“Final”’) GMP as part of the groundwater remedy 60 percent
remedial design.

3.1.2 Site-Wide Groundwater Performance Metrics, page 3-2. State whether the site-
wide groundwater performance metrics be assessment monitoring and if so what is being
assessed. Include which monitoring wells will undergo this evaluation. Attached to these
comments is an example table that could be used for this groundwater monitoring effort
including monitoring wells that should be sampled.

10) 3.2.1 Groundwater Extraction System Performance Standards, page 3-3. There are

potential gaps in the extraction system as now proposed on eastern boundary of the FMC
OU that will need to be addressed. This should be included as part of the assessment
monitoring. These gaps are illustrated in Figure 5-1 (hydraulic containment target capture
zone) of the Preliminary RD report.

11) 3.2.2 Groundwater Extraction System Performance Metrics, page 3-3. Item (1)

Interpret water levels: Besides potentiometric surface maps vertical difference should
also be evaluated. Additional deep monitoring wells may need to be included as part of
this monitoring metric. Item (2) besides the estimated flow rate calculations, capture
zone width and stagnation point should also be calculated. Groundwater flow particle
tracking should also be performed. Item (3) the selection of the monitoring wells that
were listed doesn’t make sense. The selection of the wells should be based on the
extraction well locations, a few monitoring well locations are needed within the capture
area and then down gradient of the stagnation point. Also, along the flow path to the sink
or the Portneuf River.

12) Pages 3-4 & 3-5. The groundwater monitoring approach regarding groundwater quality

presented is not acceptable. The EPA has guidance on developing a monitoring program
using six steps (EPA. 2004). The reference for this document has been provided in an
earlier comment. The six steps are (EPA, 2005):

1. ldentify monitoring objectives.







2. Develop monitoring plan hypotheses, consistent with the CSM.

3. Formulate monitoring decision rules.

4. Design the monitoring plan.

Identify the volume and characteristics of the targeted media for sampling.
Select the target parameters and analytes, including field
parameters/analytes and laboratory analytes.

. Define the spatial and temporal sampling strategy, including the number
of wells necessary to be sampled to meet program objectives, sample method, and
the schedule for repetitive sampling of selected wells, and

. Select the wells to be sampled.

5. Conduct monitoring, evaluate and characterize the results and

6. Establish the management decision.

This approach must be used for all three monitoring programs, specifically the Site-Wide
Groundwater Monitoring or Source Control — ET Caps monitoring for groundwater and the
Groundwater Extraction System for assessment monitoring of the remedy. The Compliance
monitoring for the EMF Superfund site (both FMC and Simplot OU) is located where the
groundwater discharges into the Portneuf River. This impacted groundwater is from both OUs
which commingles both inside and out of the facilities boundaries via the groundwater flow
paths to the Portneuf River. The FMC OU may need additional monitoring wells east of their
facility to complete the flow paths to the Simplot OU assessment/compliance monitoring wells.

Preliminary Draft Groundwater Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan

1)

2)

3)

It is understood that this version of the Groundwater Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance
Plan will be evolving during the 60 % and 90% versions. The following are comments on
this document and future comments may be needed as these documents are further
developed.

2.0 Project Background, 2.2 Nature and Extent of Groundwater Contamination, page
2-1. Either add an additional section Brief Summary of the Site Conceptual Model, or
include in this section a summary of the conceptual site model.

5.3 Reporting, page 5-6. This section gives a very general description on how this collected
data will be reported but no mention was made on how this data will be interpreted in order
to evaluate progress toward short-term goals and long-term goals and the tools that will be
used to help make these interpretations. Describe how data gaps or inconsistencies in the
CSM be identified for correction and adaptation to the evolving CSM. Will this O&M plan
include sections on system modifications based on what is learned during the remedial
action? There are at least three areas where future modifications could take place (1)
groundwater extraction system (2) groundwater treatment and (3) long-term monitoring
programs.







Attachment:

Example Table for Site Wide Groundwater monitoring (Remedial component-Source control-ET Caps)
Assessment Monitoring locations?
ET-Caps Monitoring Wells
Up-gradient Down-gradient
RA-B 121 122,108
RA-C 139,132 159, 156, 134,
RA-D 168 131,132 155, 104
RA-E 106 or new Monitoring Well 123, 143,136
RA-F (1&2) No shallow groundwater? 106,143,183, 135
RA-H No shallow groundwater? No shallow groundwater?
RA-K 122 111, 146,110

1- This table was developed as part of EPA comment on the preliminary draft Performance Standards
Verification Plan, specifically Section 3.1.2 Site-Wide Groundwater Performance Metrics.
2- Shallow groundwater may not exist in these areas but this must be verified by FMC.

REFERENCES

U.S. EPA. 2004. Guidance for Monitoring at Hazardous Waste Sites — Framework for
Monitoring Plan Development and Implementation. U.S. EPA Office of Solid Waste and
Emergency Response. OSWER Directive No. 9355.4-28. January

U.S. EPA. 2005. Roadmap to Long-Term Monitoring Optimization. OSWER EPA 542-R-05-

003. May.










Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

Comments on FMC OU PRELIMINARY (30%) GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL DESIGN, FMC MICHAD FLATS OU, Pocatello, Idaho

Comment # Section Page/Line IDEQ Comment
Specific Comments

1 Design Plans Sheet C-2 Indicate location of potable water line for the new water treatment plant.

2 Design Plans Sheet C-2 Wells EW-G and EW-H and Influent pipeline are within Pond 3’s limits. Please address the issue of
these pieces of infrastructure within the limits of the pond.

3 Design Plans Sheet C-2 More in-depth plans for water line construction or as construction conditions of water lines should be
provided in the construction drawings.

4 Design Plans Sheet C-3 Call out what the stippled area next to the pavement is, its width, material, and if appropriate a cross
section of this area.

5 Design Plans Sheet C-3 Potable water line is not shown on the plan.

6 Design Plans Sheet C-3 There is a drain for the sludge roll-off container area. A drain line is shown on several other plan
sheets. Show on this sheet where this drain and piping goes to.

7 Design Plans Sheet C-3 There are no sewage lines for either gray or black water shown on this plan. Indicate how these
waste water streams will be handled and show associated structures.

8 Design Plans Sheet C-4 Please show end pipe erosion control and outfall details for the infiltration pond.

9 Design Plans Sheet C-4 Provide bottom pond elevation, crest elevation, and top of pond elevation.

10 Design Plans Sheet C-4 Provide pond volume at top of pond elevation.

11 Design Plans Sheet C-4 Provide a suitable means of access into the pond for maintenance.

12 Design Plans Sheet C-5 Indicate the placement of the two gradations of the silica sand in the filter pack.

13 Design Plans Sheet C-5 Provide dimensions for the concrete in detail 3 and 4.

14 Design Plans Sheet C-5 Label appurtenances within the vault.

15 Design Plans Sheet C-5 Power conduit from the transformer and to the well should meet requirements of electrical codes.

16 Design Plans Sheet C-6 Indicate the size and material of piping in detail A between the well and the downstream HDPE pipe.

17 Design Plans Sheet C-6 Provide thrust restraint details for piping.

18 Design Plans Sheet A-1 No fire extinguishers were shown for the Mezzanine level where shown. Include if required by code.
Suggested to provide one on this level.

19 Design Plans Sheet A-2 Provide a door and window schedule for the building.

20 Design Plans Sheet A-5 Provide elevation heights for Architectural elevations.

21 Design Plans Sheet A-5 The North and South Elevation labels should be switched.

22 Design Plans Sheet A-5 Provide exterior finish labeling or by table.

23 Design Plans Sheet S-1 Show dimensions between the generator slab and the roll-off container slab and that of the foundation
of the treatment plant foundation.

24 Design Plans Sheet M-1 Provide sheet reference for the continuation for the influent pipe, effluent pipe, roll-off container slab

drain, potable water line, and waste water line.
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Comment # Section Page/Line IDEQ Comment
25 Design Plans Sheet M-2 Show under slab plumbing for the fixtures in the restroom and storage room areas
26 Design Plans Sheet M-13 Address how the emergency eye wash/shower and the ferric chloride fill station will be protected from
freezing.
27 Design Plans Sheet M-15 Address how the emergency eye wash/shower and the ferric chloride fill station will be protected from
freezing.
28 Design Plans Sheet M-15 Show the height of the metal canopy in detail in the lower left corner.
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Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
Comments on FMC OU PRELIMINARY (30%) GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL DESIGN, FMC MICHAD FLATS OU, Pocatello, Idaho

Comment # Section Page/Line IDEQ Comment

General Comments

1 Design Plans - Plans for the Influent and Effluent line need to be provided.
2 Design Plans - Include electrical plans for the project (more than a one line diagram), also lighting.
3 Design Plans - Provide plans for HVAC for the treatment plant.

Page 3










From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Doug Tanner; Scott.Miller@deg.idaho.gov; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 12:53:22 PM

As a follow-up to our most recent bi-weekly call, I've confirmed that FMC is available to meet with us
in Pocatello, ID all day Wednesday, May 6.

| expect to consolidate comments already received, and those yet to come, next Wednesday, April
29, so that we can discuss internally during our bi-weekly call April 30, and then provide to FMC May
1. Thanks to those who have already provided comments, and thanks in advance to those still
developing them.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: kwright@sbtribes.com

Cc: Cliff Merrill; Darlene McCray; Ed Greutert, [USA]; Sheldrake, Beth; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FMC Information Request

Date: Friday, May 01, 2015 3:20:55 PM

Kelly:

Below is an e-mail that Susan Hanson sent to Cliff Merrill yesterday. Please feel free to contact
Marjo Carpenter of FMC directly to ask for this type of information. [I've asked that EPA’s onsite
contractors focus their effort on Remedial Action construction oversight. Thanks.

From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2015 12:32 PM

To: Kelly Wright; Cliff Merrill

Subject: FMC Site

Cliff:

Could we get the following information from FMC by Friday pm?

Total volume of slag moved in 2014 and 2015

Total volume of slag crushed

Total volume of slag moved to each OU

How many Tribal members are working on the project and for what contractors

Thanks
Susan Hanson

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=EB63580F70DD4D598779BB89417DEECC-WILLIAMS, JONATHAN

mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com

mailto:Cliff.Merrill@akana.us

mailto:Darlene.McCray@akana.us

mailto:greutert_ed@bah.com

mailto:sheldrake.beth@epa.gov

mailto:McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov

mailto:susanh@ida.net




From: Williams, Jonathan

To: kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deg.idaho.gov; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Zavala
Bernie; Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC OU Bi-Weekly Call Reminder for Today, 2-3 pm Mountain Time

Date: Thursday, April 30, 2015 12:24:07 PM

The main topic of conversation will be our additional DRAFT combined comments on the
Groundwater Remedy 30 percent RD submittal.

BAH is combining three sets of comments (from EPA staff, IDEQ staff, and BAH staff with ORD input)
into a single set of draft comments which Ill send out shortly for us to discuss during the 1-2 pm
Pacific Time (2-3 pm Mountain Time) teleconference. The draft comments will include those
provided to FMC March 7 along with amplifications and additions. Thanks to all who have
contributed.

BAH will initiate the call. Here’s the phone info.

Dial In - (877) 885-1087
Passcode — 738-389-5949#

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Madabhushi. Sriram [USA]; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Greutert. Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson. Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments

Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:16:06 PM

Thanks for the initial telephone discussion this morning. Let’s plan to discuss a draft set of
comments regarding the proposed groundwater treatment aspects of the preliminary design next
Tuesday, 10:30 am to noon Pacific Time.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FW: Comments on FMC OU Groundwater 30% Design

Date: Thursday, April 30, 2015 11:04:30 AM

Attachments: IDEQ _Comments Wayne C FMC Groundwater Design Plans.docx

Attached are additional IDEQ comments in case you haven’t already seen these.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deg.idaho.gov]
Sent: Thursday, March 19, 2015 5:40 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan

Subject: FW: Comments on FMC OU Groundwater 30% Design

Jonathan,

Attached are additional comments from DEQ on the FMC OU 30% ground water extraction and
treatment system design.

Scott A. Miller
IDEQ | Hydrogeologist
oh: (208) 373-0328

From: Wayne Crowther

Sent: Wednesday, March 18, 2015 4:21 PM
To: Scott Miller

Cc: Douglas Tanner

Subject: Comments on FMC Groundwater 30%

Here are my comments for the FMC OU PRELIMINARY (30%) GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL DESIGN.
Let me know if you have any question.

Thanks,
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Idaho Department of Environmental Quality


[bookmark: _GoBack]Comments on FMC OU PRELIMINARY (30%) GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL DESIGN, FMC MICHAD FLATS OU, Pocatello, Idaho 





			Comment #


			Section


			Page/Line


			IDEQ Comment





			Specific Comments





			1


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-2


			Indicate location of potable water line for the new water treatment plant.





			2


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-2


			Wells EW-G and EW-H and Influent pipeline are within Pond 3’s limits.  Please address the issue of these pieces of infrastructure within the limits of the pond.





			3


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-2


			More in-depth plans for water line construction or as construction conditions of water lines should be provided in the construction drawings.





			4


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-3


			Call out what the stippled area next to the pavement is, its width, material, and if appropriate a cross section of this area.





			5


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-3


			Potable water line is not shown on the plan.





			6


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-3


			There is a drain for the sludge roll-off container area.  A drain line is shown on several other plan sheets.  Show on this sheet where this drain and piping goes to. 





			7


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-3


			There are no sewage lines for either gray or black water shown on this plan.  Indicate how these waste water streams will be handled and show associated structures.





			8


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-4


			Please show end pipe erosion control and outfall details for the infiltration pond.





			9


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-4


			Provide bottom pond elevation, crest elevation, and top of pond elevation.  





			10


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-4


			Provide pond volume at top of pond elevation.





			11


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-4


			Provide a suitable means of access into the pond for maintenance.





			12


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-5


			Indicate the placement of the two gradations of the silica sand in the filter pack.





			13


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-5


			Provide dimensions for the concrete in detail 3 and 4.





			14


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-5


			Label appurtenances within the vault.  





			15


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-5


			Power conduit from the transformer and to the well should meet requirements of electrical codes.





			16


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-6


			Indicate the size and material of piping in detail A between the well and the downstream HDPE pipe.





			17


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-6


			Provide thrust restraint details for piping.





			18


			Design Plans


			Sheet A-1


			No fire extinguishers were shown for the Mezzanine level where shown.  Include if required by code.  Suggested to provide one on this level.





			19


			Design Plans


			Sheet A-2


			Provide a door and window schedule for the building.





			20


			Design Plans


			Sheet A-5


			Provide elevation heights for Architectural elevations.





			21


			Design Plans


			Sheet A-5


			The North and South Elevation labels should be switched.





			22


			Design Plans


			Sheet A-5


			Provide exterior finish labeling or by table.





			23


			Design Plans


			Sheet S-1


			Show dimensions between the generator slab and the roll-off container slab and that of the foundation of the treatment plant foundation.





			24


			Design Plans


			Sheet M-1


			Provide sheet reference for the continuation for the influent pipe, effluent pipe, roll-off container slab drain, potable water line, and waste water line.





			25


			Design Plans


			Sheet M-2


			Show under slab plumbing for the fixtures in the restroom and storage room areas





			26


			Design Plans


			Sheet M-13


			Address how the emergency eye wash/shower and the ferric chloride fill station will be protected from freezing. 





			27


			Design Plans


			Sheet M-15


			Address how the emergency eye wash/shower and the ferric chloride fill station will be protected from freezing.





			28


			Design Plans


			Sheet M-15


			Show the height of the metal canopy in detail in the lower left corner.















Idaho Department of Environmental Quality


Comments on FMC OU PRELIMINARY (30%) GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL DESIGN, FMC MICHAD FLATS OU, Pocatello, Idaho 





			Comment #


			Section


			Page/Line


			IDEQ Comment





			General Comments





			1


			Design Plans


			- 


			Plans for the Influent and Effluent line need to be provided.





			2


			Design Plans


			-


			Include electrical plans for the project (more than a one line diagram), also lighting.





			3


			Design Plans


			-


			Provide plans for HVAC for the treatment plant.  
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Wayne W. Crowther, P.E., CPESC

Senior Regional Engineer

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
Pocatello Regional Office

444 Hospital Way Suite#300

Pocatello, Idaho 83201

(208) 236-6160

There are problems with everything and nothing is yet perfect, but that should not be cause to
bemoan, that should be cause to achieve.

-Chris Hadfield

The only way forward, if we are going to improve the quality of the environment, is to get everybody
involved.” -Richard Rogers






From: Williams, Jonathan

To: kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deg.idaho.gov; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Zavala
Bernie; Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FW: FMC OU Bi-Weekly Call Reminder for Today, 2-3 pm Mountain Time

Date: Thursday, April 30, 2015 12:39:14 PM

Attachments: DRAFT Combined Comments Volume 1 V3.docx

The DRAFT set of comments, combined from the different sources, are attached.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2015 12:24 PM

To: kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deg.idaho.gov;
'Scott.Miller@deg.idaho.goVv'; Zavala, Bernie; 'Greutert, Ed [USA]'

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC OU Bi-Weekly Call Reminder for Today, 2-3 pm Mountain Time

The main topic of conversation will be our additional DRAFT combined comments on the
Groundwater Remedy 30 percent RD submittal.

BAH is combining three sets of comments (from EPA staff, IDEQ staff, and BAH staff with ORD input)
into a single set of draft comments which Ill send out shortly for us to discuss during the 1-2 pm
Pacific Time (2-3 pm Mountain Time) teleconference. The draft comments will include those
provided to FMC March 7 along with amplifications and additions. Thanks to all who have
contributed.

BAH will initiate the call. Here’s the phone info.

Dial In - (877) 885-1087
Passcode — 738-389-5949#

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101
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DRAFT ****April 30, 2015*** DRAFT   





EPA Review Comments on the Groundwater Remedy Preliminary Engineering Design Submittal of January 30, 2015





FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116


Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site 





This set of review comments includes those provided in writing March 7, 2015 and discussed March 11, 2015 at a meeting in Pocatello, ID supplemented by additional comments developed since then.  A revised 30 percent RD submittal is not necessary if these comments can be addressed in development of the 60 percent RD submittal.





Preliminary Engineering Design Report


[bookmark: _GoBack]General Comments 


1) The rationale for some aspects of the preliminary design needs to be provided. There are different remedial designs which could be developed to implement the selected remedy. The preliminary design text should briefly explain remedial design options that were considered for extraction, treatment, and disposition of the treated groundwater which then led to development of this preliminary design. This should include a description of what other treatment options were considered and how the proposed treatment train was selected, including the choice of ferric chloride and polymer.





2) The value and limitations of using the recently updated groundwater flow model for placement of extraction wells needs to be described. FMC’s January 9, 2015 response to EPA comments of December 4, 2014 on the draft Hydrogeologic Study Report (HSR) suggests the model might not be able to simulate the hydraulic effects of extraction well pumping with confidence. 





3) The treatability testing appears to have assumed that EPA has selected a required treatment level for total phosphorous of 300 ug/L prior to percolation or injection back into the aquifer. The IRODA does not specify a limit and EPA has not yet selected one. The rationale for proposing this limit needs to be provided. 





4) EPA comments of December 4, 2014 on the draft HSR stated that groundwater samples from the plume will need to be analyzed using the expanded list prior to concluding how groundwater will be treated, and a schedule for accomplishing that work was to be provided in the preliminary remedial design. 





5) The text of the report needs to generally describe the treatment proposed at this juncture in terms of the typical concentration of cations/anions (including sulfate and potassium) of treated water and not just principal COCs. Also, potential treatment chemicals (e.g. flocculants) need to be listed specifically and their concentrations in the treated water included. 





6) Generally describe anticipated chemical interactions between treated effluent and the unsaturated zone material beneath the proposed infiltration pond. The potential for reduction in hydraulic conductivity over time should be considered along with the potential for concentrating minerals from the effluent within the unsaturated zone.





7) The preliminary design does not include sufficient information about how the groundwater plume baseline conditions will be established.  The 60 percent RD must describe and illustrate monitoring wells transects to be constructed in order to establish pre-remedial action conditions and evaluate groundwater cleanup progress during remedial action.





8) Table 2.2 should include the COCs and cleanup levels found in Table 8 of the Interim Amendment to the Record of Decision (IRODA).





9) The document should include a discussion of each of the COCs that describes how the proposed treatment system will meet the cleanup standards and how the treatability study supports the ability for the proposed system to meet cleanup levels.  





10) The document should explain the general strategy of how treatment water influent will be tested to ensure that COC levels are within the treatment system design criteria, what those influent criteria are, and how treated effluent will be tested prior to disposal in the infiltration pond to ensure treatment levels have been met.





11) Since the groundwater may vary with time, the optimal dose of FeCl3 must be determined carefully. The plan should include a general description of how this will be performed.





12) The document was incorrectly and repeatedly referred to as “Report”. It should be correctly titled and referenced as “Preliminary (30% Completed) Remedial Design Work Plan” and clearly identified as the next step in the advancement of the remedial design through successive stages of the design process as identified in the Interim Record of Decision Amendment and Unilateral Administrative Order documents.





13) Consider including more recent than 2008 data to design and implement remedial systems. For example, data presented in Table 2.2 and Figures 2-4, 2-5 and 5-1 refer to 2000-2008 data and it is not prudent to build an entire remediation system based on data over seven years old.





14) There is a potential concern for evaporation/infiltration/re-injecting water to shallow aquifer. At several sites in the past, a common unintended consequence of evaporation/infiltration/re-injection of treated water is a potential for re-contaminating water with other COCs. So water should be analyzed for all potential chemicals (not just the COCs) that may potentially effect the future quality of groundwater.





15) Contaminating areas that are currently less contaminated in order to extract at the locations proposed seems to be inappropriate. For example, As and P4 in plumes and hotspots in the upgradient areas are expected to travel 1,000-2,000 feet before being captured at extraction wells. This may be ineffective in removing the contamination in an optimal manner as large quantities of cleaner water need to be extracted before more contaminated water can be extracted. Consider alternative locations for installation of extraction wells at the upgradient As and P4 hotspots. 





16) Perpetual operation of this system that is expected to run over 100 years and potentially tens of billions of gallons water to be extracted for removing a few kilograms of As and P may not be environmentally sustainable. Alternative methods can be considered in the future?





17) Environmental footprinting – large environmental footprint is expected at this site and may require more steps than provided to reduce/optimize the overall footprint. 





18) Synoptic groundwater measurements, across the two OUs and the offsite OU areas may help improve our understanding of hydrogeological conditions and hence can better implement this remedy. 





19) Synoptic groundwater sampling and developing contaminant plumes at a larger scale than individual OUs will also help better implement remedies at both the sites. Sampling under static versus dynamic conditions can also help in building a better CSM for both sites and hence for better protection of HH and the environment.





20) It appears that proposed extraction wells are being drilled to a depth of 100 feet bgs, without paying attention to geological details. Add text to clarify that extraction wells will be installed with screens in the shallow aquifer and bracketing appropriate formation to produce optimal quantity of water for successful remediation. 





21) It is also not clear how the 530 gpm can be achieved with the proposed 11 extraction well, requiring on an average of 48 gpm production from each well. None of the three existing wells were shown to produce at these rates in the aquifer tests conducted at these wells and such yield may be optimistic.   





22) Consider a thorough review of the document to address grammatical mistakes (e.g., an incomplete sentence in section 5.3.7, page 5-7 fifth sentence), typographical errors (e.g., filtation instead of “filtration”) and formatting errors.





23) Consider a thorough review of acronyms and abbreviation and make sure that the acronyms are completely and correctly spelled out the first time they were used.





24) Treatability study focused only on As and P4, and it is not clear if the method tested was capable of treating all COCs (metals and non-metals) to reduce below MCLS or RBCs. Even if the study is acceptable as presented, it is not clear if bench-scale to field scale transition can be successfully achieved. The study does not explain or account for total As and P4 mass from the ground water transferred into solids and supernatant.





Specific Comments 





1) Section 1.2, Compliance During Remedial Design With Applicable Regulatory Requirements.  Rename this section to “Use of EPA Guidance and Best Professional Practice” and include additional EPA guidance documents.  Also, include a general statement about best professional geologic and engineering practices.  EPA guidance is not law or regulation and does not address all matters of professional practice.





2) Section 1.3, Design Sequencing.  Revise second bullet to include the 60 percent RD as it is a necessary step.  





3) Table 2.1 Definition of Terms, “FMC Operable Unit (OU)”.  Please include, similar to the RCRA ponds, that the Calciner Ponds are within the bounds of the OU but were not capped as a CERCLA response action. 





4) Section 2.4, Nature and Extent of Groundwater and Surface Water Contamination.  The updated conceptual site model (CSM) needs to be included in this section.  Briefly summarize the current CSM including geological cross-section derived from the site specific data taken from the installation of the monitoring most recent test extraction and monitoring wells. 





5) Section 2.4, Nature and Extent of Groundwater and Surface Water Contamination, page 2-8 and Table 2.2.  The last paragraph of the text and far-right column of Table 2.2 appear to be inconsistent with the IRODA Table 8 list of COCs. Also, Table 2.2 appears to only include a summary of groundwater quality data through 2008. Summarize historic and recent groundwater quality data.





6) Section 2.5.1 Remedial Action Objectives for Site Groundwater, page 2-11.  After the fourth bullet the text must explain how a proposed treatment limit for total phosphorous was developed based upon water quality criteria pursuant to Sections 303 and 304 of the Clean Water Act.  





7) Section 2.5.2 Selected Remedy Summary for Site Groundwater, page 2-12.  The first bullet references a figure 2-6 which may illustrate the infiltration basin(s) but this figure wasn’t included in this document. Please include this figure or remove reference to it.





8) Section 2.5.2 Selected Remedy for Site Groundwater, page2-12, first complete bullet.  Clarify that the Remedial Design will present the long-term monitoring well network to be installed during Remedial Action, and that it may use some of the existing monitoring wells.





9) Section 3.0.  Include either a reference to or language from section 4.0 Environmental Monitoring, in the Preliminary Draft Groundwater Operations, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan (FMC OU Remedial Design Groundwater Remedial Action Supporting Documents) regarding sampling of influent and effluent water. 





10) Section 3.1.1 Groundwater Extraction System, page 3-1.  EPA concurs with the Statement “During implementation of the groundwater extraction remedy, the aquifer system will be stressed and additional site-specific data will be collected to determine if the groundwater restoration RAO can be achieved within a reasonable timeframe.”  This statement underscores the need to develop a groundwater monitoring network during Remedial Design which can be installed and used during Remedial Action to evaluate the effectiveness of source control measures and the extraction/treatment system.





11) Section 3.1.1, Objective, page 3-2.  The text states the first objective of the extraction well system is to restore groundwater impacted by site sources to RBCs MCLs, or site-specific background levels. Based on the information presented in the 30% design and prior discussions with MWH the extraction and treatment system is intended primarily to prevent further contaminant migration off site, and eventually to restore groundwater quality. Provide further discussion on how the proposed design will meet these two objectives. 





12) Section 3.1.1, Objective, page 3-2.  Under the Objective, reference where in the Remedial Design report the rationale for the proposed  groundwater concentrations cleanup number for the protection of the Portneuf River (surface water) using the Water Quality Criteria (WQC) as the target goal are found.





13) 3.2.2 Groundwater Monitoring, Performance Standard, page 3-3.  Clarify that the Remedial Design will present the long-term monitoring well network to be installed during Remedial Action, and that it may use some of the existing monitoring wells.   An analysis is needed to identify existing monitoring wells in FMC’s Interim CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Program to determine which are appropriate locations and depths for monitoring the effectiveness of the ET Caps and the Groundwater extraction system.  Additional monitoring well locations and depths   should then be proposed in response to this analysis.





14) 4.1 Hydrogeological Study, page 4-2, Last bullet.  A statement is made that hydraulic containment appears to be lost in the joint fence line area between FMC and Simplot properties when modelling the preliminary design of eleven extraction wells. Figure 5-1 illustrates the hydraulic containment would not be effective in an area of high arsenic (300 to 200 µg/L) concentrations in the groundwater on the FMC property.  Simulation needs to be performed with two additional extraction wells to capture groundwater in this area using this particle tracking model.    The Remedial Design will need to describe and illustrate how contaminated groundwater on site will be captured and this includes the     joint fence line area.





15) Section 4.2, Bench-Scale Treatability Study.  Include the chemical formula(s) of the proposed anionic polymer(s), the process byproducts, and the expected concentrations of byproducts that will remain in process water to be discharged. 





16) 5.1.1 Extraction Well Spacing and Pumping Rates, page 5-1.  Additional extraction wells will likely be needed along the joint fence line area. Groundwater concentrations for both arsenic and total phosphorus are well above the site standard. Containment and treatment is required.  EPA recommends an additional model simulation be performed with particle tracking to determine the optimal location and spacing.  The additional two wells will affect overall extraction rates and treatment system capacity requirements. 





17) Section 5.2.1, Process Description, second paragraph, page 5-3.  The text states the treatment train is designed to treat an average flow of 515 gallons per minute (gpm) and the expected pumping rate is 530 gpm (page 3-2). Please correct this discrepancy. 





18) Section 5.3.7, Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water Supply.  Include a statement that if the restroom facility in the WTP is hooked to a septic system that coordination with either the Southeast Idaho Public Health or Tribal equivalent will be conducted to ensure the substantive requirements of a septic system permit are met. If the septic system will be large-capacity as defined by the minimum federal Underground Injection Control (UIC) regulations then inventory information will need to be provided to EPA’s UIC program. 





19) Figure 5-1.  Particle paths are often sub-perpendicular or near parallel to groundwater contours (most evident on the western side of the figure) and in one case a particle path crosses at least four others. Correct or provide justification. 





20) 7.3 Field Sampling and Quality Assurance Plans, page 7-2.  A draft Field Sampling and Quality Assurance Plans must be developed for review with the 60 percent RD submittal.  Also, field work will be conducted for the installation extraction wells and additional monitoring wells. These draft work plans or an addendum of the past work plan must be included in the next RD submittal.





21) Appendix B, Bench-Scale Treatability Study Report.  This report was often difficult to follow due to key information, such as the matrix scheme, left undisclosed for the reader to discover by digging through attached documents or rely on memory. Provide a summary of the treatability study design and conclusions in section 1.





22) Appendix C-5, 4.3 Outflows: Clarify how the vertical hydraulic gradient was derived (show values), explain what value (i.e. 1 or 1.19) was used in the volumetric flux rate used for the pond design, and explain why that value was chosen. (A dh/dl of 1 results in a Q of 512 gpm [most likely case over the long term], whereas a dh/dl of 1.19 results in a Q of 609.9 gpm; explain how this is conservative and its impact on the RD.








			Item No.


			Section


			


Page


			


Comment





			1 


			1.1 Purpose and Scope


			1-1


			Add short text to explain all the relevant different elements FMC OU as shown in Figure 1-2, explaining the classification such as RA-A, RA-C, etc. and their relevance in the overall remedial action being designed. If additional information is available in other reports cite and reference as appropriate.





			2 


			2.3  Nature and Extent of Soil Contamination


			2-7


			Consider adding short text to summarize current status of soil contamination, clearly stating what is being conducted to address the same. Also add text to clarify how that action has any impact/no impact on this remedial action design.





			3 


			5.1.2 Extraction Well and Piezometer Design


			5-2


			Provide summary of the proposed extraction wells design, including where in the geological column they will be placed, how long the well screens will be, location of the pumps, etc. Add a reference to drawing C-2 in appendix A, where these details are provided.





			4 


			5.2.1 Process description


			5-3


			Provide details of the anionic polymer to be used.





			5 


			5.6 Green and Sustainable Remediation 


			5-8


			Consider adding text to reflect that additional evaluations for GSR evaluations will be performed to refine and optimize the design the overall environmental footprint of this elaborate extraction system. (US EPA’s Spreadsheets for Environmental Footprint Analysis can be used to assess and improve individual elements of the proposed remedy).





			6 


			7.0 Supporting Documents


			7-1


			All COCs including non-metals should be included in the discussion of all supporting documents such as Field Sampling and Quality Assurance Plan, Performance Standard Verification Plan, Operation Maintenance and Monitoring Plan, etc.





			7 


			Appendix A


			63 of 459 of the pdf document


			Most of the Design Drawings provided in the Appendix A are acceptable for a RD30 document. Some changes will be anticipated following incorporation of comments from this and future versions of the RD.





			8 


			Appendix B


			106 of 459 of the pdf document


			Treatability study is inconclusive as it does not address all the COCs to be treated and if any resultant chemicals will be addressed after treating for the two metals in question. Additional explanation or studies are required before the study can be accepted as proposed. For example, the effectiveness of the coagulant and polymer on other metals or any residual chemicals (including radionuclides) from Table 8 of the IRODA need to be evaluated using same techniques.  





			9 


			Appendix B 


1.2 Groundwater Sampling


			1


			It is not clear how the groundwater obtained from the aquifer test can be used as representative of water to be remediated across the site. Add text to explain. Will the proposed treatment process have capacity to treat groundwater extracted with higher chemical concentrations on a sustained basis, if necessary?











			10 


			Appendix B 


3.1 Groundwater


			6


			It is not clear the reason behind why wells 110, 146 and TW-9S were selected for this comparison. Why not upgradient (to extraction wells) wells 108, 123 and 145?





Also, it appears concentrations of Potassium and Sodium which both are very high were not addressed by the treatability study. 





			11 


			Appendix B 


3.3 Treated Water Quality


			12


			From Table 3.4, it appears that the Phosphorous is still above the goal of 300 ug/L even after the treatment. How can the treatability be considered successful if the stated goals were not achieved with the process applied?





Also, not all eight RCRA metals were sampled. Barium and Chromium are missing.





			12 


			Appendix C


			352 of 459 for the pdf document


			Not all calculations and design criteria were reviewed in this version of the remedy design plan. These will be reviewed in detail in the next version of the RD.





			13 


			Appendix C-2


			357 of 459 for the pdf document


			Check and update the acronym used for water treatment plant as WTP.





			14 


			Appendix C-6


			381 of 459 for the pdf document


			It is not clear what the basis is, if any, for the assumptions for well yields of individual wells.  Provide explanation/justification.





			15 


			Appendices D and E


			NA


			These will be reviewed in detail in the next version of the RD.





			16 


			Construction Quality Assurance Plan


			420 of 459 for the pdf document


			This will be reviewed in detail in the next version of the RD.











Idaho Department of Environmental Quality


Comments on FMC OU PRELIMINARY (30%) GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL DESIGN, FMC MICHAD FLATS OU, Pocatello, Idaho 





			Comment #


			Section


			Page/Line


			IDEQ Comment





			Specific Comments





			1


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-2


			Indicate location of potable water line for the new water treatment plant.





			2


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-2


			Wells EW-G and EW-H and Influent pipeline are within Pond 3’s limits.  Please address the issue of these pieces of infrastructure within the limits of the pond.





			3


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-2


			More in-depth plans for water line construction or as construction conditions of water lines should be provided in the construction drawings.





			4


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-3


			Call out what the stippled area next to the pavement is, its width, material, and if appropriate a cross section of this area.





			5


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-3


			Potable water line is not shown on the plan.





			6


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-3


			There is a drain for the sludge roll-off container area.  A drain line is shown on several other plan sheets.  Show on this sheet where this drain and piping goes to. 





			7


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-3


			There are no sewage lines for either gray or black water shown on this plan.  Indicate how these waste water streams will be handled and show associated structures.





			8


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-4


			Please show end pipe erosion control and outfall details for the infiltration pond.





			9


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-4


			Provide bottom pond elevation, crest elevation, and top of pond elevation.  





			10


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-4


			Provide pond volume at top of pond elevation.





			11


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-4


			Provide a suitable means of access into the pond for maintenance.





			12


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-5


			Indicate the placement of the two gradations of the silica sand in the filter pack.





			13


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-5


			Provide dimensions for the concrete in detail 3 and 4.





			14


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-5


			Label appurtenances within the vault.  





			15


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-5


			Power conduit from the transformer and to the well should meet requirements of electrical codes.





			16


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-6


			Indicate the size and material of piping in detail A between the well and the downstream HDPE pipe.





			17


			Design Plans


			Sheet C-6


			Provide thrust restraint details for piping.





			18


			Design Plans


			Sheet A-1


			No fire extinguishers were shown for the Mezzanine level where shown.  Include if required by code.  Suggested to provide one on this level.





			19


			Design Plans


			Sheet A-2


			Provide a door and window schedule for the building.





			20


			Design Plans


			Sheet A-5


			Provide elevation heights for Architectural elevations.





			21


			Design Plans


			Sheet A-5


			The North and South Elevation labels should be switched.





			22


			Design Plans


			Sheet A-5


			Provide exterior finish labeling or by table.





			23


			Design Plans


			Sheet S-1


			Show dimensions between the generator slab and the roll-off container slab and that of the foundation of the treatment plant foundation.





			24


			Design Plans


			Sheet M-1


			Provide sheet reference for the continuation for the influent pipe, effluent pipe, roll-off container slab drain, potable water line, and waste water line.





			25


			Design Plans


			Sheet M-2


			Show under slab plumbing for the fixtures in the restroom and storage room areas





			26


			Design Plans


			Sheet M-13


			Address how the emergency eye wash/shower and the ferric chloride fill station will be protected from freezing. 





			27


			Design Plans


			Sheet M-15


			Address how the emergency eye wash/shower and the ferric chloride fill station will be protected from freezing.





			28


			Design Plans


			Sheet M-15


			Show the height of the metal canopy in detail in the lower left corner.















Idaho Department of Environmental Quality


Comments on FMC OU PRELIMINARY (30%) GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL DESIGN, FMC MICHAD FLATS OU, Pocatello, Idaho 





			Comment #


			Section


			Page/Line


			IDEQ Comment





			General Comments





			1


			Design Plans


			- 


			Plans for the Influent and Effluent line need to be provided.





			2


			Design Plans


			-


			Include electrical plans for the project (more than a one line diagram), also lighting.





			3


			Design Plans


			-


			Provide plans for HVAC for the treatment plant.  





			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			















Bench Scale Treatability Study Report


FLS Method


1) The report should include a description of why the experimental conditions were chosen.  For example, normally to investigate the effect of different parameters such as chemical dose, only chemical dose can be changed and all other parameters (i.e., pH and mixing rate) have to be kept constant. 





2) To investigate mixing rates, chemical doses are normally fixed. Also, one mixing rate has to be maintained for certain durations. Explain why different mixing rates were used for one experiment, for example, one 1 min rapid mix rate and two 10 min slow mix rates were used. 





3) Explain why Al2(SO4)3 was not tested.





4) Explain why only 20 and 40 mg/L FeCl3 were tested.





5)  Step 3 and 4. Explain why different settling times were used for the experiments.  Also explain why only acidic conditions were tested.  Also, in all experiments (step 2, 3 and 4), calify whether the mixing duration was same.





PARSONS method


6) Clearly state what the volume of groundwater water test was for each experiment.





7) Provide an explanation of how and why the different mixing durations with different mixing rates was determined.





8) Explain why Al2(SO4)3 was not tested.





9) Explain why an anionic flocculation polymer was introduced, how the polymer concentration was optimized, and why only two different pH values were tested.





10) For the bulk sludge sample test, explain why only 232 mg/L FeCl3 with 1 mg/L polymer condition was tested.





Results


11) Table 3.1. Provide average and standard deviation after triplication of sample analysis.





12) Result 3.2. Since the experimental conditions for FLS and PARSONS methods are different, the provided data cannot be combined together. Moreover, the produced data are not continuous so the symbols cannot be connected. Bar charts would be better than line charts.





13) Figure 3.1. The results from PARSONS’ experiments have to be provided separately. Also, the data cannot be combined since the experimental conditions for FLS and PARSONS’ methods are different. 





14) Since 58 mg/L as FeCl3 with 1 mg/L polymer demonstrated the highest efficiency to remove phosphate and arsenic, the optimal dose can be 58 mg/L as FeCl3 with 1 mg/L instead of 80 mg/L as FeCl3 with 1 mg/L polymer. The conclusion has to be changed. If you considered a safety factor, it has to be calculated carefully to save resources. 





15) Result 3.2.2. The investigation of mixing energy is not clear. Also, since the data are not continuous, you cannot connect each data point with a line.





16)  Result 3.2.3. Since the experimental conditions for FLS and PARSONS’ methods are different, the data cannot be combined together.


17)  Results 3.2.4. To perform the filtration testing, optimal chemical doses have to be tested instead of randomly selected values of chemical dose.





Conclusion


18) The optimal chemical dose has to be carefully determined.  This should be addressed in the 60% design.





19) Since the maximum mixing rate of the equipment is 90 rpm, the conclusion “A rapid mix rate that correlates with 90 to 200 rpm at jar testing bench scale is sufficient for the rapid mix stage” is overstated. Since formed floc can be broken due to rapid mixing, the mixing rate has to be more carefully determined. 





20) The conclusions, which were not proven by experiments in this reports, should be deleted or rephrased to more accurately reflect what the data demonstrate.





21) Provide a summary of the treatability study design and conclusions in section 1.





FMC OU – Groundwater Remedy 


Preliminary Draft


Performance Standards


Verification Plan Comments





1) Introduction, page 1-1.  Clarify that the Groundwater Remedy Evaluation Monitoring Plan will be developed for use during remedial action (extraction and treatment) rather than post-RA as suggested.





2) 1.2 Project Description, page 1-3.  The general description of this monitoring plan or verification plan states three different areas of monitoring will take place for this remedy. These areas are (1) the operation of the groundwater extraction system, (2) site-wide groundwater monitoring and (3) institutional controls.    Add text which states that some of the existing monitoring wells that were used for the remedial investigation may not be useful in these monitoring programs and that new monitoring wells will need to be added.





3) 1.3 Existing FMC Groundwater Monitoring Programs, page 1-3.  Summarize the existing Calciner Pond Remedial Action Groundwater Monitoring Plan and the RCRA Interim Status Groundwater Monitoring Plan in addition to citing them.  Consider if it make sense to consolidate these groundwater monitoring plan results during the annual CERCLA Long-term Groundwater Monitoring Program.  Currently there are three different groundwater monitoring programs which look at different aspects of the FMC OU groundwater quality.  A consolidated annual report would present the overall quality of the groundwater based upon data obtained from the various monitoring programs, and thus allow easier evaluation of the extraction and treatment system..   (Note:  Doesn’t Figure 3-1 suggest this will happen?)





4) 2.2 Description of Performance Standards, Groundwater Extraction System, page 2-1.  The updated model indicates eleven extraction wells pumping at 536 GPM may be the design for the network but the text in this section states 515 GPM.  The text t needs to be consistent once the final number of extraction wells and estimated rates are determined.





5) 3.0 Performance Standards Verification Plan, page 3-1 & Figure 3-1.  The text in this sections states the PSVP will provide a framework for evaluating the performance metrics for each elements of the groundwater remedy. What is not stated in this plan is the overall evaluation of the water quality as it leave the FMC OU.  This type of evaluation will help with the proposed long-term optimization program.  The text must also mention that groundwater leaving the Simplot OU commingles with the impacted groundwater at the FMC OU. This section doesn’t mention assessment monitoring for the FMC OU nor compliance monitoring for the EMF Superfund site and this is needed.  The assessment monitoring will evaluate how effective the various remedial components are working while the compliance monitoring will be metrics for measuring the compliance with the site standards.  EPA has a guidance document that identifies six steps that can be used for developing a monitoring program.  This EPA guidance document must be cited and used to develop the revised groundwater remedy evaluation monitoring plan. The reference is Guidance for Monitoring at Hazardous Waste Sites-Framework for Monitoring Plan Development and Implementation, U.S. EPA Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, OSWER Directive No. 9355.4-28, January 2004 (EPA. 2004).





6) 3.0 Performance Standards Verification Plan, page 3-1 & Figure 3-1.  The existing ICGMP must be replaced by the CERCLA Groundwater Monitoring Plan and the Remedial Design phase is when that should occur.  An evaluation is needed to determine which existing monitoring wells can be used and where new monitoring wells are needed to establish baseline conditions and monitor remedy progress over time.





7) 3.0 Performance Standards Verification Plan, page 3-1 & Figure 3-1.  As stated in the section 3.1, the site wide monitoring will integrate the three groundwater monitoring program and make inferences on the progress and recommendation for the next years monitoring program.  This figure has dotted lines and arrows pointing to the Interim CERCLA Annual Evaluation Report as the document that brings together all of the groundwater data and evaluates progress of the groundwater remedy for the FMC OU.  EPA conceptually agrees with the figure but the central set of boxes should be replaced with the Groundwater Monitoring Plan to be developed under CERCLA during the groundwater remedy RD phase.





8) 3.1.1 Site-Wide Groundwater Performance Standards, page 3-2.  Submit a draft of the Long-Term CERCLA (“Final”) GMP as part of the groundwater remedy 60 percent remedial design. 





9) 3.1.2 Site-Wide Groundwater Performance Metrics, page 3-2.  State whether the site-wide groundwater performance metrics be assessment monitoring and if so what is being assessed. Include which monitoring wells will undergo this evaluation.  As mentioned in a previous comment the site-wide groundwater monitoring program should be renamed to source control – ET Caps, or monitoring of the remedy component being the evapotranspiration (ET) Cap. Attached to these comments is an example table that could be used for this groundwater monitoring effort including monitoring wells that should be sampled.





10) 3.2.1 Groundwater Extraction System Performance Standards, page 3-3.  There are potential gaps in the extraction system as now proposed on eastern boundary of the FMC OU that will need to be addressed. This should be included as part of the assessment monitoring. These gaps are illustrated in Figure 5-1 (hydraulic containment target capture zone) of the Preliminary RD report.  





11) 3.2.2 Groundwater Extraction System Performance Metrics, page 3-3.  Item (1) Interpret water levels:  Besides potentiometric surface maps vertical difference should also be evaluated. Additional deep monitoring wells may need to be included as part of this monitoring metric.  Item (2) besides the estimated flow rate calculations, capture zone width and stagnation point should also be calculated.  Groundwater flow particle tracking should also be performed.  Item (3) the selection of the monitoring wells that were listed doesn’t make sense. The selection of the wells should be based on the extraction well locations, a few monitoring well locations are needed within the capture area and then downgradient of the stagnation point.  Also, along the flow path to the sink or the Portneuf River.   


12) Pages 3-4 & 3-5.  The groundwater monitoring approach regarding groundwater quality presented is not acceptable.  The EPA has guidance on developing a monitoring program using six steps (EPA. 2004). The reference for this document has been provided in an earlier comment. The six steps are (EPA, 2005):


1.  Identify monitoring objectives.


2.  Develop monitoring plan hypotheses, consistent with the CSM.


3.  Formulate monitoring decision rules.


4. Design the monitoring plan.


•	Identify the volume and characteristics of the targeted media for sampling.


•	Select the target parameters and analytes, including field parameters/analytes and laboratory analytes.


•	Define the spatial and temporal sampling strategy, including the number of wells necessary to be sampled to meet program objectives, sample method, and the schedule for repetitive sampling of selected wells, and 


•	Select the wells to be sampled.


5. Conduct monitoring, evaluate and characterize the results and 


6. Establish the management decision.





This approach must be used for all three monitoring programs, specifically the Site-Wide Groundwater Monitoring or Source Control – ET Caps monitoring for groundwater and the Groundwater Extraction System for assessment monitoring of the remedy.  The Compliance monitoring for the EMF Superfund site (both FMC and Simplot OU) is located where the groundwater discharges into the Portneuf River.  This impacted groundwater is from both OUs which commingles both inside and out of the facilities boundaries via the groundwater flow paths to the Portneuf River. The FMC OU may need additional monitoring wells east of their facility to complete the flow paths to the Simplot OU assessment/compliance monitoring wells.





FMC OU Remedial Design


Preliminary Draft


Groundwater Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan 





1) It is understood that this version of the Groundwater Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan will be evolving during the 60 % and 90% versions.  The following are comments on this document and future comments may be needed as these documents are further developed.





2) 2.0 Project Background, 2.2 Nature and Extent of Groundwater Contamination, page 2-1.  Either add an additional section Brief Summary of the Site Conceptual Model, or include in this section a summary of the conceptual site model.  





3) 5.3 Reporting, page 5-6.  This section gives a very general description on how this collected data will be reported but no  mention was made on how this data will be interpreted in order to evaluate progress toward short-term goals and long-term goals and the tools that will be used to help make these interpretations.  How will gaps or inconsistencies in the CSM be identified for correction and adaptation to the evolving CSM.  Will this O&M plan include sections on system modifications based on what is learned during the remedial action? There is at least three areas where modifications could take place (1) groundwater extraction system (2) groundwater treatment and (3) long-term monitoring programs.





Attachment:





 


			Example Table for Site Wide Groundwater monitoring (Remedial component-Source control-ET Caps) Assessment Monitoring locations1





			ET-Caps


			Monitoring Wells





			


			Up-gradient


			Down-gradient





			RA-B


			121


			122, 108





			RA-C


			139,132


			159, 156, 134, 





			RA-D


			168


			131, 132 155, 104





			RA-E


			106 or new M.Well


			123, 143,136





			RA-F (1&2)


			No shallow groundwater2 


			106,143,183, 135





			RA-H


			No shallow groundwater2


			No shallow groundwater2





			RA-K


			122


			111, 146, 110











1- This table was developed as part of EPA’s comment # 8 of the preliminary draft Performance Standards Verification Plan.  


2- Shallow groundwater may not exist in these areas but this must be verified by FMC. 








1- This table was developed as part of EPA’s comment # 8 of the preliminary draft Performance Standards Verification Plan.  


2- Shallow groundwater may not exist in these areas but this must be verified by FMC. 
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Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Gervais, Gregory; Sheldrake, Beth

Cc: Fonseca, Silvina; Adam, Michael; Fiedler, Linda; McDonnell, Kimberlee; Meyer, Linda

Subject: RE: (Lepic FOIA Exempt - Deliberative) Fwd: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts
Date: Monday, April 20, 2015 3:20:11 PM

An EPA contact is Linda Meyer. She was with the RCRA program during the time frame of ANL
interest and can provide a complementary perspective to that of EPA contractor Ed Greitert. Linda
is now working as a Superfund RPM within the Regional Office, and can be reached at (206) 553-
6636.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 3:59 PM

To: Gervais, Gregory; Sheldrake, Beth

Cc: Fonseca, Silvina; Adam, Michael; Fiedler, Linda; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: (Lepic FOIA Exempt - Deliberative) Fwd: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter
experts

I've checked around, and think that the most knowledgeable contact who does not work for FMC
would be one of our contractors. Ed Greitert of BAH was working for EPA on the EMF site back then
and continues to work for EPA through BAH at the FMC operable unit. Ed’s telephone number is
(206) 652-3014.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Gervais, Gregory

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 6:58 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan; Sheldrake, Beth

Cc: Fonseca, Silvina; Adam, Michael; Fiedler, Linda; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: (Lepic FOIA Exempt - Deliberative) Fwd: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter
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experts

Jonathan and Beth,

Would there be someone in Region 10 with the requested knowledge, or would this be
someone associated with FMC? Doesn't this go back 15+ years?

Thanks,
Greg
Sent from my mobile device

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Martino, Louis E." <martinol@anl.gov>

Date: April 16, 2015 at 9:21:36 AM EDT

To: "Adam, Michael" <Adam.Michael@epa.gov>

Cc: "Kimmell, Todd A." <tkimmell@anl.gov>, "Jerden, James L., Jr."
<jerden@anl.gov>, "Quinn, John" <guinnj@anl.gov>, "Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com)" <dreisman@cinci.rr.com>, "Fiedler, Linda"
<Eiedler.Linda@epa.gov>, "Fonseca, Silvina" <Fonseca.Silvina@epa.gov>,
"Gervais, Gregory" <Gervais.Gregory@epa.gov>, "Jill Grant
(lgrant@jillgrantlaw.com)” <jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com>, "Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com)™ <kwright@sbtribes.com>, *McDonnell, Kimberlee™

<McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov>, "susanh@ida.net™" <susanh@ida.net>
Subject: RE: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

Michael,

Is there a good contact person at EPA that can provide information about the
history of the development of the LDR treatment plant, the potential High
Temperature Dust filtration (HTDF) process to address generation of the waste
streams and supplant the LDR Treatment Plant and any associated treatment
systems that would be used to handle waste streams that could not be treated if
the LDR Treatment Plant was not constructed?

If such a POC exists, what would the protocol be for a teleconference with that
POC?

Louis Martino

Environmental Science Division
http://www.evs.anl.gov/

Argonne National Laboratory
Suite 6000, 955 L'Enfant Plaza SW
Washington DC 20024
202-488-2422

From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
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Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 4:02 PM

To: Martino, Louis E.

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill
Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

Yes, that should work.

We will want to make sure that any FMC response is conveyed back to EPA and
the Tribes as well (at the same time), so if FMC does not cc everyone, please
make sure to forward to this group when you receive the response(s). Please
notify me if FMC (response) requires phone conversations of substance, so we
can initiate the previously-mentioned process.

Thanks
Mike

Michael Adam, U.S. EPA
Environmental Scientist; Project Officer
Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

Web: http://www.cluin.org

From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 3:47 PM

To: Adam, Michael

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill
Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

Michael,

The Argonne team proposes an alternate approach. We would like to prepare a list
of questions for FMC to respond to. We can cc EPA and the Tribes. However, of
course we cannot use business sensitive information since we won't be able to
add that information to what we have already gathered on ETTs.

Will that approach work for you?

Louis Martino
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Environmental Science Division
http://www.evs.anl.gov/

Argonne National Laboratory
Suite 6000, 955 L'Enfant Plaza SW
Washington DC 20024
202-488-2422

From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 1:01 PM

To: Martino, Louis E.

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill
Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: 'FMC' site contacts

Lou, after some discussion, EPA HQ and the Tribes proposes the following as a
means to provide the needed transparency regarding Argonne National Labs'
desired discussion with FMC:

- ANL will schedule its telephone meeting(s) with FMC using the point of contact
EPA HQ provided to you (email for this contact
marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com). ANL will limit any interaction related to the
scheduling process to email (EPA HQ and Tribes reps cc'd).

- The telephone meeting will occur no sooner than 1 calendar week after ANL
emails FMC's point of contact. You may schedule the meeting based on ANL's
and FMC's personnel availability, it is assumed that with 1+ week lead time the
Tribes' and EPA's observers can reschedule any other meeting obligations and
make one or more people available to observe the ANL-FMC call.

- EPA HQ and Tribes' reps are allowed listen to the call and observe; EPA HQ
and the Tribes will NOT participate in the call verbally as the observers are
present to enable transparency, not to provide information or clarify/rebut
information provided to ANL by FMC at that time.

- If either EPA HQ or the Tribes take issue with information provided by FMC or
otherwise with the content of the telephone meeting, that party can put their
issues in writing within 30 calendar days of the call and provide it via email to
ANL (cc to the other party; do not need to cc FMC). ANL will consider this
transmittal within the scope and relevance to the report.

- EPA HQ and the Tribes will be able to provide any other comments or concerns
to ANL during the ANL draft report comment period later this year.

The goal is to remain transparency while not significantly slowing down the pace
of the production of the draft report. Let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks
Mike
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Michael Adam, U.S. EPA
Environmental Scientist; Project Officer
Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

Web: http://www.cluin.org

From: Adam, Michael

Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 3:03 PM

To: 'Martino, Louis E.'

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill
Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: 'FMC' site contacts

Lou,

Jonathan Williams (RPM) provided us with some recommended contacts. Marjo
Carpenter is the client contact (works for FMC). Rob Hartman is a contractor (for
MWH), and is the RD manager for the FMC OU (you may remember him from
the site visit). Marjo may direct you to Rob, but check-in with her.

Marjo Carpenter (215) 299-6210.
Rob Hartman (801) 617-3256.

Thanks,
Mike

Michael Adam, U.S. EPA

Environmental Scientist; Cleanup Technology Advocate; Project Officer
Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

Web: http://www.cluin.org

From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 6:10 PM

To: Adam, Michael

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill
Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
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McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net
Subject: Re: FMC Comments Part 1

Michael,

Thanks. We will review the information provided. My team would like to contact
FMC. Should we work that contact through you? And do you have a suggested
starting point (a POC)?

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Jennings. Jannine

To: Kelly Wright

Cc: Virginia Monsisco; Steve Hagler; McDonnell, Kimberlee; Williams, Jonathan; Sheldrake, Beth
Subject: RE: 2015 Cooperative Agreements

Date: Monday, April 20, 2015 7:26:05 AM

Kelly,

As a reminder, there is a 7-day hold between award date and mailing date
during which we are required to provide notice to the congressionals. While |
don’t expect anything to arise during that period you should be aware that the
award is not final until after this period. Charges to the agreement are not
allowed until the date indicated on the award.

You will receive an email and hard copy of the award when it is released from
the hold. In addition, when | receive the email | will also forward it to the
group on this email.

Jannine

Jannine Jennings

EPA Remedial Project Manger
206-553-2724
jennings.jannine@epa.gov

From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 11:44 AM

To: Kelly Wright; Jennings, Jannine; Sheldrake, Beth

Cc: Virginia Monsisco; Steve Hagler; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: 2015 Cooperative Agreements

Kelly:

As | mentioned in the FMC OU bi-weekly teleconference with EPA, the Tribes, and IDEQ held
yesterday, the Cooperative Agreements are in the process of being partially awarded. This is
consistent with what you’ve heard from Beth, Jannine, and | previously.

Earlier this morning we received a status report from the assigned Grants Specialist. Here’s the
SCO0p:

SIMPLOT: Awarded 04/14/2015, Mailing Date 04/21/2015
OFF PLANT: In routing for GMO review and sign. The grant will be awarded today, 04/17/2015.
FMC: In routing for GMO review and sign. The grant will be awarded today, 04/17/2015.
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Feel free to telephone me with any other questions you might have. Thanks.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com]

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 10:55 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan; Jennings, Jannine; Sheldrake, Beth
Cc: Virginia Monsisco; Steve Hagler

Subject: 2015 Cooperative Agreements

Guys, | just got called in to the Policy Makers Office and they wanted to know why we don’t have any
resources for the EMF? | know we asked on yesterday’s call about it and was told that it’s in the
Grants Office. With the Tribes resources, they are limited and we cannot perform the level of effort
that the Policy Makers asked for. | have almost exhausted these and have limited the amount of
time spent on oversight. They asked me to find out when these would be ready so the Tribes can
ensure protection of their resources. We have been working on these since November going back
and forth. | thought we had everything worked out.

| was asked how come it takes this long for the Tribes but one of your contractor’s got a
subcontractor (Akana) on sight in a little more than a month.

Please advise.

Kelly
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From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov

To: Williams. Jonathan; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
areutert_ed@bah.com; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:32:47 PM

Jonathan — | have reserved Pocatello’s conference room for all day May 6. | just hope the
reservation takes.

Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 2:19 PM

To: Scott Miller; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas Tanner; greutert_ed@bah.com;
Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Scott/Doug: Please do see if a room at DEQs office is available. Thanks.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 12:58 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
greutert_ed@bah.com; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Jonathan,

Do we have a venue or should | check to see if DEQ’s conference room is available?

Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328



mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com

mailto:susanh@ida.net

mailto:Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:greutert_ed@bah.com

mailto:Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov

mailto:McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov

mailto:williams.jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com

mailto:susanh@ida.net

mailto:Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov

mailto:greutert_ed@bah.com



From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:53 PM

To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas Tanner; Scott Miller; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

As a follow-up to our most recent bi-weekly call, I've confirmed that FMC is available to meet with us
in Pocatello, ID all day Wednesday, May 6.

| expect to consolidate comments already received, and those yet to come, next Wednesday, April
29, so that we can discuss internally during our bi-weekly call April 30, and then provide to FMC May
1. Thanks to those who have already provided comments, and thanks in advance to those still
developing them.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
areutert_ed@bah.com; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:19:20 PM

Scott/Doug: Please do see if a room at DEQ’s office is available. Thanks.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deg.idaho.gov]

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 12:58 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deg.idaho.gov;
greutert_ed@bah.com; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Jonathan,

Do we have a venue or should | check to see if DEQ’s conference room is available?

Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:53 PM

To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas Tanner; Scott Miller; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

As a follow-up to our most recent bi-weekly call, I've confirmed that FMC is available to meet with us
in Pocatello, ID all day Wednesday, May 6.

| expect to consolidate comments already received, and those yet to come, next Wednesday, April
29, so that we can discuss internally during our bi-weekly call April 30, and then provide to FMC May
1. Thanks to those who have already provided comments, and thanks in advance to those still
developing them.
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Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Kelly Wright

To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Williams, Jonathan; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
areutert_ed@bah.com; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:10:17 PM

If not, we can use the hotel/event center if you would like a large area.
Kelly

From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov]

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:58 PM

To: Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov; Kelly Wright; Susan Hanson; Douglas.Tanner@deg.idaho.gov;
greutert_ed@bah.com; Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov

Cc: McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov

Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Jonathan,

Do we have a venue or should | check to see if DEQ’s conference room is available?

Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:53 PM

To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas Tanner; Scott Miller; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

As a follow-up to our most recent bi-weekly call, I've confirmed that FMC is available to meet with us
in Pocatello, ID all day Wednesday, May 6.

| expect to consolidate comments already received, and those yet to come, next Wednesday, April
29, so that we can discuss internally during our bi-weekly call April 30, and then provide to FMC May
1. Thanks to those who have already provided comments, and thanks in advance to those still
developing them.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov

To: Williams. Jonathan; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
areutert_ed@bah.com; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 12:59:54 PM

Jonathan,

Do we have a venue or should | check to see if DEQ’s conference room is available?

Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:53 PM

To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas Tanner; Scott Miller; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

As a follow-up to our most recent bi-weekly call, I've confirmed that FMC is available to meet with us
in Pocatello, ID all day Wednesday, May 6.

| expect to consolidate comments already received, and those yet to come, next Wednesday, April
29, so that we can discuss internally during our bi-weekly call April 30, and then provide to FMC May
1. Thanks to those who have already provided comments, and thanks in advance to those still
developing them.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov

To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Williams, Jonathan; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; greutert_ed@bah.com;
Zavala. Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 3:10:21 PM

Scott,

You got it reserved. dt

From: Scott Miller

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 2:33 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas Tanner;
greutert_ed@bah.com; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Jonathan — | have reserved Pocatello’s conference room for all day May 6. | just hope the
reservation takes.

Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 2:19 PM

To: Scott Miller; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas Tanner; greutert ed@bah.com;
Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Scott/Doug: Please do see if a room at DEQ’s office is available. Thanks.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deg.idaho.gov]

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 12:58 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan; kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
greutert ed@bah.com; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
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Subject: RE: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

Jonathan,

Do we have a venue or should | check to see if DEQ’s conference room is available?

Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:53 PM

To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas Tanner; Scott Miller; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FMC Groundwater Interim Remedy 30% RD Comments and Meeting

As a follow-up to our most recent bi-weekly call, I've confirmed that FMC is available to meet with us
in Pocatello, ID all day Wednesday, May 6.

| expect to consolidate comments already received, and those yet to come, next Wednesday, April
29, so that we can discuss internally during our bi-weekly call April 30, and then provide to FMC May
1. Thanks to those who have already provided comments, and thanks in advance to those still
developing them.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Kelly Wright

To: Williams. Jonathan; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Scott.Miller@deg.idaho.gov; Zavala
Bernie; Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC OU Bi-Weekly Call Reminder for Today, 2-3 pm Mountain Time

Date: Thursday, April 30, 2015 2:01:06 PM

With the comments talked about along 18 and 189, | think that this would be a great opportunity to
expand both FMC and Simplot to start doing a full suite of analyses so we can have a better
justification on the groundwater modelling .

Kelly

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2015 1:39 PM

To: Kelly Wright; Susan Hanson; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Zavala,
Bernie; Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FW: FMC OU Bi-Weekly Call Reminder for Today, 2-3 pm Mountain Time

The DRAFT set of comments, combined from the different sources, are attached.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2015 12:24 PM

To: kwright@sbtribes.com; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deg.idaho.gov;
'Scott.Miller@deg.idaho.goV'; Zavala, Bernie; 'Greutert, Ed [USA]'

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC OU Bi-Weekly Call Reminder for Today, 2-3 pm Mountain Time

The main topic of conversation will be our additional DRAFT combined comments on the
Groundwater Remedy 30 percent RD submittal.

BAH is combining three sets of comments (from EPA staff, IDEQ staff, and BAH staff with ORD input)
into a single set of draft comments which Ill send out shortly for us to discuss during the 1-2 pm
Pacific Time (2-3 pm Mountain Time) teleconference. The draft comments will include those
provided to FMC March 7 along with amplifications and additions. Thanks to all who have
contributed.

BAH will initiate the call. Here’s the phone info.
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Dial In - (877) 885-1087
Passcode — 738-389-5949#

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov



mailto:williams.jonathan@epa.gov




From: Zavala. Bernie

To: Williams. Jonathan; Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; Nadagouda. Mallikarjuna; Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson. Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments - Reminder for a call on 4/28 @ 10:30 a.m.
pacific time

Date: Monday, April 27, 2015 3:08:59 PM

To all:

We have all agreed to a call on April 28™ at 10:30 a.m. pacific time and the number to call in is 1-
866-299-3188 and the conference code is-

Thanks

Bernie

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE]

Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10

Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095

Seattle, WA 98101

Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:16 PM

To: Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson, Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments

Thanks for the initial telephone discussion this morning. Let’s plan to discuss a draft set of
comments regarding the proposed groundwater treatment aspects of the preliminary design next
Tuesday, 10:30 am to noon Pacific Time.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Darlene McCray; Ed Greutert, [USA]; Woodruff. Mary [USA]; Cliff Merrill; Bill Renfroe; Sheldrake, Beth;
McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: FMC Site

Date: Friday, May 01, 2015 9:27:18 AM

Thanks. | will respond to Kelly.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Darlene McCray [mailto:Darlene.McCray@akana.us]

Sent: Friday, May 01, 2015 9:13 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan; Ed Greutert, [USA]; Woodruff, Mary [USA]; Cliff Merrill; Bill Renfroe
Subject: Fwd: FMC Site

Hi Jonathan and Ed,

How would you like us to respond, or not, to email requests from the Tribe? Please scroll
down to the original message from Susan.

Please advise.

Thank you!
Darlene McCray
510-599-0563

-------- Original Message --------

Subject: FW: FMC Site

From: Cliff Merrill <Cliff.Merrill@akana.us>

To: Darlene McCray <Darlene.McCray@akana.us>
CC:

| just read her email today, so I'll forward to you. I'll reply to her that I only worked Mon, Tue. | guess she didn't
read our daily summary.

Cliff Merrill
FMC Project Oversight

Akana
6400 SE Lake Road, Suite 270
Portland, OR 97222
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0: (503) 652-9090 M: (208) 221-0767
Cliff.Merrill@akana.us

From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net]

Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2015 12:32 PM

To: Kelly Wright; Cliff Merrill

Subject: FMC Site

CIiff:

Could we get the following information from FMC by Friday pm?

Total volume of slag moved in 2014 and 2015

Total volume of slag crushed

Total volume of slag moved to each OU

How many Tribal members are working on the project and for what contractors

Thanks
Susan Hanson
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: Benchouk. Michele [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: RA-G Redevelopment Grading Plan

Date: Monday, April 20, 2015 6:23:25 PM

| don’t recall any comments being developed in response to the teleconference FMC hosted April 7,
2015 with EPA, the Tribes, and IDEQ. The purpose of that teleconference was to ask questions
needed to identify any concerns with the proposed grading phase design revision for RA-G shown
on Soil Pre-Final RD drawing 1-14. If we have no concerns then EPA can approve drawing 1-14 as
submitted. If we have comments then I'd like to provide them to FMC shortly.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Greutert, Ed [USA] [mailto:greutert_ed@bah.com]
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2015 5:53 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan

Cc: Benchouk, Michele [USA]

Subject: RA-G Redevelopment Grading Plan

Jonathan-

| confirmed with Michele that we have no additional comments on the revised RA-G grading plan.
Please let us know if you have any additional questions.

TX,

Ed Greutert, P.E.

Booz | Allen | Hamilton

Office: 206 652 3014
Mobile: 206 794 7526
greutert_ed@bah.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Lynch, Kira; McKernan. John; Rock, Steve; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: Technical Support request for FMC

Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 12:39:53 PM

Steve:

Thanks for being willing/able to assist. Acquiring the RD documents from the PRP FTP site has been
a bit circuitous. Ed Greutert of BAH (EPA contractor) has accomplished it for his crew and has
agreed to help you with that. He will e-mail info to you shortly. I'll send you the EPA site and
operable unit number separately.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Lynch, Kira

Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 7:40 AM

To: McKernan, John; Rock, Steve; Williams, Jonathan; Zavala, Bernie
Subject: Technical Support request for FMC

Hi John and Steve

Attached is a technical support request for Steve to review the ET cap design for FMC. Jonathan will
have to add the site number and will send the ftp site to download the design. Kira

Kira Lynch

Superfund Technology Liaison (STL) - Region 10
ORD - Office of Science and Policy

1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900

Office of Environmental Assessment (OEA)
Seattle WA 98101

phone: 206-553-2144

cell: 206-850-4323

fax: 206-553-0119
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From: Greutert, Ed [USA]

To: Williams, Jonathan; Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson. Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: [External] FMC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments

Date: Thursday, April 23, 2015 3:03:24 PM

| just wanted to provide an update on transferring the hydro docs to Mallik. Our file transfer server
is still down, | hope it will be up soon but there is currently no estimated time for the restoration of
service. Hopefully later today though.

Ed Greutert, P.E.

Booz | Allen | Hamilton

Office: 206 652 3014
Mobile: 206 794 7526

greutert ed@bah.com

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:16 PM

To: Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson, Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: [External] FMC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments

Thanks for the initial telephone discussion this morning. Let’s plan to discuss a draft set of
comments regarding the proposed groundwater treatment aspects of the preliminary design next
Tuesday, 10:30 am to noon Pacific Time.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Greutert, Ed [USA]

To: Williams, Jonathan

Cc: Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: [External] Partial DRAFT Additional Comments on FMC OU GW Remedy 30 Percent RD Submittal
Date: Thursday, April 30, 2015 11:34:47 AM

OK, scratch the last draft | sent you, | will add these now.

Ed Greutert, P.E.

Booz | Allen | Hamilton

Office: 206 652 3014
Mobile: 206 794 7526

greutert_ed@bah.com

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]

Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2015 10:37 AM

To: Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: [External] Partial DRAFT Additional Comments on FMC OU GW Remedy 30 Percent RD
Submittal

Attached are what Bernie and | have added and/or amplified to the March 7 EPA comments. Bernie
is still reviewing my edits and so these might be altered somewhat.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Madabhushi. Sriram [USA]

To: Zavala, Bernie; Williams. Jonathan; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson. Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: [External] RE: FMC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments - Reminder for a call on 4/28
@ 10:30 a.m. pacific time

Date: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 10:39:08 AM

Attachments: DRAFT comments on preliminary engineering desian submittal.docx

Srinam Madabbushi

(210) 487-2611 Off
(803) 446-0607 Cell
madabhushi_sriram@bah.com

From: Zavala, Bernie [mailto:Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov]

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 5:09 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan; Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Greutert, Ed [USA]
Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson, Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: [External] RE: FMC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments - Reminder
for a call on 4/28 @ 10:30 a.m. pacific time

To all:

We have all agreed to a call on April 28M at 10:30 a.m. pacific time and the number to call in is 1-
866-299-3188 and the conference code is-

Thanks

Bernie

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE]

Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10

Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095

Seattle, WA 98101

Phone: 206-553-1562

Zavala.Bernie @EPA.Gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:16 PM

To: Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson, Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments
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COMMENTS ON PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING DESIGN SUBMITTAL


FMC OU – GROUNDWATER REEMDIAL ACTION


FMC IDAHO, POCATELLO, IDAHO





INTRODUCTION   


Booz Allen Hamilton performed a review of the Preliminary Engineering Design Submittal for the FMC OU Remedial Design as part of the Groundwater Remedial Action at FMC Idaho near Pocatello, Idaho. The document, dated January 2015, was prepared for the US Environmental Protection Agency’s review, under the Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action (EPA Docket No. CERCLA-10-2013-0116) and per the September 2012 Interim Record of Decision Amendment. The document provides preliminary design of the proposed Groundwater Remedial Action and includes: Groundwater Treatability Study Report, Groundwater Operation, Monitoring and Maintenance Plan, and Performance Standards Verification Plan.








BASIS OF REVIEW


The document was reviewed for technical accuracy, content, consistency, and completeness.  Some of the review comments provided are based on the professional judgment of the Booz Allen technical subject matter expert and his knowledge of industry best practices in the context of the CERCLA environmental program. Additional documents such as Interim Record of Decision Amendment and Unilateral Administrative Order for Remedial Design and Remedial Action were consulted as part of this review.





The review comments are organized into a general comments section followed by specific comments presented in tabular format.  Recommendations for grammatical corrections are generally not included in the comments. However, a final editorial review prior to delivery of the final draft document is recommended to avoid incomplete sentences, inappropriate punctuation, etc. 





GENERAL COMMENTS


1. General objectives of the RD30 document are achieved by presenting the preliminary engineering plans and technical specifications as required by the IRODA and overall being consistent with the design sequence as described by UAO requirements.  


[bookmark: _GoBack]


2. The document was incorrectly and repeatedly referred to as “Report”. It should be correctly titled and referenced as “Preliminary (30% Completed) Remedial Design Work Plan” and clearly identified as the next step in the advancement of the remedial design through successive stages of the design process as identified in the Interim Record of Decision Amendment and Unilateral Administrative Order documents.





3. Consider including more recent than 2008 data to design and implement remedial systems. For example, data presented in Table 2.2 and Figures 2-4, 2-5 and 5-1 refer to 2000-2008 data and it is not prudent to build an entire remediation system based on data over seven years old.





4. It appears only Arsenic and Phosphorous/orthophosphate are the only two CoCs to be addressed under this remedial design document. Other CoCs exist and need to be addressed as appropriate.  Table 2.2 in RD document presents contaminants of concern from 1998 ROD document to be addressed at FMU OU along with an updated comparative values (MCL or RBC) with data from 2000-2008. The updated table shows several concentrations exceeding MCLs or RBCs, some of these were identified as COCs but are not considered for remediation in this document. The following is summary of the table showing COCs that exceed their respective CVs.








			Chemical 


			MCL or RBC


mg/L


			2000-2008 Maximum detected concentrations


mg/L





			Arsenic


			0.05


			0.393





			Cyanide


			0.2


			0.43





			Fluoride


			4


			193





			Manganese


			0.005


			2.66





			Nitrate


			10


			46.1





			Phosphorous (elemental)


			0.00073


			0.258





			Radium-226


			0.39


			1.46





			Selenium


			0.05


			0.204





			Thallium


			0.002


			0.0085





			Vanadium


			0.108


			0.182





			Gross Alpha


			15 pCi/L


			325





			Gross Beta


			4 mrem/yr


			960 pCi/L 











At the minimum, all these chemicals need to be added to the list of the CoCs and monitored as part of OM&M plan. Ideally these all need to be measured for latest concentrations to ensure proper baseline is established.





5. Potential concern for evaporation/infiltration/re-injecting water to shallow aquifer. At several sites in the past, a common unintended consequence of evaporation/infiltration/re-injection of treated water is a potential for re-contaminating water with other COCs. So water should be analyzed for all potential chemicals (not just the COCs) that may potentially effect the future quality of groundwater.





6. Contaminating areas that are currently less contaminated in order to extract at the locations proposed. For example, As and P4 in plumes and hotspots in the upgradient areas are expected to travel 1,000-2,000 feet before being captured at extraction wells. This may be ineffective in removing the contamination in an optimal manner. 





7. Perpetual operation of this system that is expected to run over 100 years and potentially tens of billions of gallons water to be extracted for removing a few kilograms of As and P may not be environmentally sustainable. Alternative methods can be considered in the future?





8. Environmental footprinting – large environmental footprint is expected at this site and may require more steps than provided to reduce/optimize the overall footprint. 





9. Synoptic groundwater measurements, across the two OUs and the offsite OU areas may help improve our understanding of hydrogeological conditions and hence can better implement this remedy. 





10. Synoptic groundwater sampling and developing contaminant plumes at a larger scale than individual OUs will also help better implement remedies at both the sites. Sampling under static versus dynamic conditions can also help in building a better CSM for both sites and hence for better protection of HH and the environment.





11. Bench-scale to field scale – capability? Remediation of other metals/chemicals is possible with the proposed approach? Other more effective treatment technologies are available? Is the overall As and P4 mass balance is still explainable? In other words where is the As and P4 removed ending up? No resulting residual chemicals being re-injected back to the aquifer.





12. Reproducibility question from the work plan is adequately addressed in the treatability report?





13. Expand monitoring for all COCs and other chemicals to ensure groundwater protection.





14. 





15. Consider a thorough review of the document to address grammatical mistakes (e.g., an incomplete sentence in section 5.3.7, page 5-7 fifth sentence), typographical errors (e.g., filtation instead of “filtration”) and formatting errors.





16. Consider a thorough review of acronyms and abbreviation and make sure that the acronyms are completely and correctly spelled out the first time they were used.























17. 











SPECIFIC COMMENTS


The following specific comments identify and describe technical issues and minor editorial concerns that should be addressed prior to issuing the next version of the Remedial Design Work Plan document.  Specific comments are presented in a tabular format.





			Item No.


			Section


			


Page


			


Comment





			1 


			1.1 Purpose and Scope


			1-1


			Add short text to explain all the relevant different elements FMC OU as shown in Figure 1-2, explaining the classification such as RA-A, RA-C, etc. and their relevance in the overall remedial action being designed. If additional information is available in other reports cite and reference as appropriate.





			2 


			


			


			





			3 


			


			


			





			4 


			Appendix C-2


			357 of 459 for the pdf document


			Check and update the acronym used for water treatment plant as WTP.













Thanks for the initial telephone discussion this morning. Let’s plan to discuss a draft set of

comments regarding the proposed groundwater treatment aspects of the preliminary design next
Tuesday, 10:30 am to noon Pacific Time.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna

To: Madabhushi. Sriram [USA]; Zavala, Bernie; Williams, Jonathan; Greutert, Ed [USA

Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson. Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: [External] RE: FMC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments - Reminder for a call on 4/28
@ 10:30 a.m. pacific time

Date: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 10:42:25 AM

Attachments: Review FMC OU MNN.docx

Thanks

Mallikarjuna

From: Madabhushi, Sriram [USA] [mailto:madabhushi_sriram@bah.com]

Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 1:39 PM

To: Zavala, Bernie; Williams, Jonathan; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson, Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: [External] RE: FMC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments -
Reminder for a call on 4/28 @ 10:30 a.m. pacific time

Suinam Madabbiushi
(210) 487-2611 Off
(803) 446-0607 Cell

madabhushi_sriram@bah.com

From: Zavala, Bernie [mailto:Zavala.Bernie@epa.gov]

Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 5:09 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan; Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Greutert, Ed [USA]
Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson, Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: [External] RE: FMIC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments - Reminder
for a call on 4/28 @ 10:30 a.m. pacific time

To all:

We have all agreed to a call on April 28M at 10:30 a.m. pacific time and the number to call in is 1-
866-299-3188 and the conference code is_

Thanks

Bernie

EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEES

Bernie Zavala, Hydrogeologist, LG LHG
US EPA, Region 10

Office of Environmental Assessment
1200 6th Avenue, OEA-095
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Bench-scale treatability study report





1. FLS method


i) The experimental conditions were not appropriately designed. To investigate the effect of different parameters, for example chemical dose, only chemical dose can be changed and all other parameters (i.e., pH and mixing rate) have to be kept constant. What volume of groundwater samples was tested for each jar test? Is this the same as that of the PARSONS’ experiments?


ii) To investigate mixing rates, chemical doses must be fixed. Also, one mixing rate has to be maintained for certain durations. I do not know why different mixing rates were used for one experiment, for example, one 1 min rapid mix rate and two 10 min slow mix rates. There are many parameters that need to be evaluated in the experiments.


iii) Step 3. Is there any reason why Al2(SO4)3 was not tested? Why were only 20 and 40 mg/L as FeCl3 tested?


iv)  Step 3 and 4. Why did you apply different settling times for the experiments? Is there any reason why only acidic conditions were tested? Also, in all experiments (step 2, 3 and 4), was the mixing duration same?





2. PARSONS method


i) What is volume of groundwater samples in each jar for all experiments?


ii) How did you decide different mixing durations with different mixing rates?


iii) Is there any reason why Al2(SO4)3 was not tested?


iv) Why was an anionic flocculation polymer introduced? Also, have you optimized the concentration of polymer? Why were only two different pH values tested?


v) For the bulk sludge sample test, why did you test only 232 mg/L FeCl3 with 1 mg/L polymer?





3. Results


i) Table 3.1. Provide average and standard deviation after triplication of sample analysis.


ii) Result 3.2. Since the experimental conditions for FLS and PARSONS methods are different, the provided data cannot be combined together. Moreover, the produced data are not continuous so the symbols cannot be connected. Bar charts would be better than line charts.


iii) Figure 3.1. The results from PARSONS’ experiments have to be provided separately. Also, the data cannot be combined since the experimental conditions for FLS and PARSONS’ methods are different. 


iv)  Since 58 mg/L as FeCl3 with 1 mg/L polymer demonstrated the highest efficiency to remove phosphate and arsenic, the optimal dose can be 58 mg/L as FeCl3 with 1 mg/L instead of 80 mg/L as FeCl3 with 1 mg/L polymer. The conclusion has to be changed. If you considered a safety factor, it has to be calculated carefully to save resources. 


v) Result 3.2.2. The investigation of mixing energy is not clear. This study was not appropriately designed. Also, since the data are not continuous, you cannot connect each data point with a line.


vi)  Result 3.2.3. Since the experimental conditions for FLS and PARSONS’ methods are different, the data cannot be combined together.


vii)  Results 3.2.4. To perform the filtration testing, optimal chemical doses have to be tested instead of randomly selected values of chemical dose.





4. Conclusion


i) The optimal chemical dose has to be carefully determined.


ii) Since the maximal mixing rate of the equipment is 90 rpm, the conclusion “A rapid mix rate that correlates with 90 to 200 rpm at jar testing bench scale is sufficient for the rapid mix stage” is wrong. Since formed floc can be broken due to rapid mixing, the mixing rate has to be carefully determined. Therefore, relevant data has to be provided in this report. 


iii) The conclusions, which were not proven by experiments in this reports, have to be deleted.




Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: 206-553-1562
Zavala.Bernie@EPA.Gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 1:16 PM

To: Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Barth, Edwin; Patterson, Craig; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC OU Preliminary Design Groundwater Treatment Comments

Thanks for the initial telephone discussion this morning. Let’s plan to discuss a draft set of
comments regarding the proposed groundwater treatment aspects of the preliminary design next
Tuesday, 10:30 am to noon Pacific Time.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Greutert, Ed [USA]

To: Williams, Jonathan

Cc: Benchouk. Michele [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: [External] RE: RA-G Redevelopment Grading Plan
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 7:41:49 AM

We have no additional comments on the topic other than those already submitted which were
adequately addressed on the call.

Ed Greutert, P.E.

Booz | Allen | Hamilton

Office: 206 652 3014
Mobile: 206 794 7526
greutert_ed@bah.com

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2015 6:23 PM

To: Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: Benchouk, Michele [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: [External] RE: RA-G Redevelopment Grading Plan

| don’t recall any comments being developed in response to the teleconference FMC hosted April 7,
2015 with EPA, the Tribes, and IDEQ. The purpose of that teleconference was to ask questions
needed to identify any concerns with the proposed grading phase design revision for RA-G shown
on Soil Pre-Final RD drawing 1-14. If we have no concerns then EPA can approve drawing 1-14 as
submitted. If we have comments then I'd like to provide them to FMC shortly.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Greutert, Ed [USA] [mailto:greutert_ed@bah.com]
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2015 5:53 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan

Cc: Benchouk, Michele [USA]

Subject: RA-G Redevelopment Grading Plan

Jonathan-

| confirmed with Michele that we have no additional comments on the revised RA-G grading plan.
Please let us know if you have any additional questions.
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TX,

Ed Greutert, P.E.

Booz | Allen | Hamilton

Office: 206 652 3014
Mobile: 206 794 7526

greutert_ed@bah.com
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From: Williams, Jonathan

To: Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: Nadagouda. Mallikarjuna; Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: [External] Re: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review
Date: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 4:11:18 PM

Attachments: imaqge001.png

Conference Call Date/Time: 9-10 am Pacific Time Thursday, April 23, 2015
Call-in Number: (866) 299-3188 followed by |||}

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Madabhushi, Sriram [USA] [mailto:madabhushi_sriram@bah.com]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 1:56 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan; Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: [External] Re: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Certainly.
| can join on a call at 9:00 pacific time tomorrow and we can discuss the proposed strategy.
Please provide me conference call number or | will be happy to set one up for us.

Thanks,
Sriram

Suinam Madabbushi
(210) 487-2611 Off
(803) 446-0607 Cell

madabhushi_sriram@bah.com

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2015 3:38 PM

To: Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; Greutert, Ed [USA]
Cc: Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna; Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: [External] Re: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review
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Thanks for your help. I've tentatively set up a teleconference for tomorrow, at 9 am Pacific Time,
with Malik Nadagouda from EPA’s Cincinnati Laboratory. Is that date/time workable for you too?
My immediate interest is to discuss with you and Malik any overall concerns or questions you might
have about the proposed treatment system.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Madabhushi, Sriram [USA] [mailto:madabhushi_sriram@bah.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 4:27 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan; Greutert, Ed [USA]

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: RE: [External] Re: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Thank you for the information. | have reviewed the initial comments and am paying attention to the
cited comments below. | will also focus on the design with particular attention to potential for
scaling the system up if needed.

Look forward to your call in the next few days.

Thanks,
Sriram

With Regards,

Srinam Madabbiushi

Associate

Booz | Allen | Hamilton
YEARS

700 N. St. Mary's Stree}S'J]it97OO

San Antonio, TX 78205

(210) 487-2611 Off

(803) 446-0607 Cell

madabhushi_sriram@bah.com

From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 6:15 PM

To: Greutert, Ed [USA]
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Cc: Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: [External] Re: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Thanks for the introduction. Attached are initial EPA comments on the preliminary RD report and
associated document. Please review for context if you haven’t already. (The additional comments
EPA had intended to provided April 3, 2015 are still being developed and, at this juncture, we're
working to pull together input from different reviewers in time to finalize them next week.)

In addition to reviewing the proposed treatment technology as described, and commenting on it as
presented, please be sure that we’re building upon concepts described in General Comments 1, 5,
and 6 Specific Comments on Section 4.2 and Appendix B.

A recent question posed by an EPA colleague is whether the treatment system has the capacity or
could be easily scaled up to handle a larger than predicted contaminant stream (volume and
concentration) as EPA may comment that a couple of additional extraction wells in areas of more
contaminated groundwater might be needed.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Greutert, Ed [USA] [mailto:greutert_ed@bah.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 1:25 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Madabhushi, Sriram [USA]
Subject: FW: [External] Re: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Jonathan-

This email is an introduction to Sriram Madabushi. Sriram is going to look at the 30% hydro design
document. He has started in on it and | have briefed him on the background. Although his schedule
is pretty tight for Thursday, he is available for a telecon on Wednesday or Friday of this week and
might be able to do one Thursday if need be depending on the time. I've worked with Sriram for
many years and he has a lot of experience performing work for EPA.

He will have draft comments no later than Monday afternoon. Please let me know if you have any
questions and feel free to contact Sriram directly.

TX,
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Ed Greutert, P.E.

Booz | Allen | Hamilton

Office: 206 652 3014
Mobile: 206 794 7526

areutert ed@bah.com

From: Greutert, Ed [USA]

Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 7:39 AM

To: Greutert, Ed [USA]

Subject: FW: [External] Re: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Ed Greutert, P.E.

Booz | Allen | Hamilton

Office: 206 652 3014
Mobile: 206 794 7526

greutert ed@bah.com

From: Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna [mailto:nadagouda.mallikarjuna@epa.gov]

Sent: Monday, April 20, 2015 7:18 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan; Barth, Edwin; Patterson, Craig; Zavala, Bernie; Greutert, Ed [USA]
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; McKernan, John

Subject: [External] Re: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

All,

| am available this week and you can schedule a conference call at your convenience. In case if
you want to reach me directly, you can call me at 513-569-7232.

Regards
Mallikarjuna

From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Friday, April 17, 2015 4:25 PM

To: Barth, Edwin; Patterson, Craig; Zavala, Bernie; Greutert, Ed [USA]
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; McKernan, John; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna
Subject: RE: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Thanks for the info. Bernie and | would like to discuss groundwater treatment with you all at your
earliest convenience, and perhaps include EPA oversight contractor BAH in the conversation too.
Please let us know about your availability next week.

Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Barth, Edwin

Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2015 1:09 PM

To: Patterson, Craig; Williams, Jonathan; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; McKernan, John; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna
Subject: RE: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Agree w Craig, | thought by now some form of Fe trt had already been considered, this concept has
been around for many years, initially using Fe from sewage sludges, but not necessarily media
based.

From: Patterson, Craig

Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2015 4:00 PM

To: Williams, Jonathan; Barth, Edwin; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; McKernan, John; Nadagouda, Mallikarjuna
Subject: RE: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Jonathan,

There are anion exchange resins and iron based media that can selectively remove phosphorus and
arsenic. Mallik Nadagouda with EPA in Cincinnati has been working on a modified E33 based media
for removal of phosphorus and arsenic simultaneously with promising results (see attached).
According to Mallik his media can outperform coagulants and polymers.

After tomorrow, | will be out of the office except for a few days until the week after Memorial day.
Due to my current schedule, it might be best to talk with Mallik rather than me on this one. My
apologies for not being available.

Best Regards,
Craig

Craig Patterson, P.E.
Environmental Engineer

U.S. EPA M.S. 689

26 W. Martin Luther King Drive
Cincinnati, Ohio 45268

Phone: 513-487-2805

Fax: 513-569-7158

patterson.craig@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2015 3:10 PM

To: Patterson, Craig; Barth, Edwin; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; McKernan, John

Subject: RE: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Thanks for the reply. Bernie and | have both been preoccupied with other matters the past couple
of weeks.

Yes, we would like to discuss other groundwater treatment options. Right now, we have already
provided a general comment requesting that the RD report provide the rationale for the treatment
train selected.

If EPA thinks it’s the best alternative then our general comment might be sufficient. The remainder
of our groundwater treatment comments would then focus on details we think are missing,

misstated, unclear, etc. On the other hand, If EPA thinks that other treatment alternatives deserve
further consideration then additional comments about why, and which ones, would be appropriate.

Please let us know of your updated availability the next couple of weeks to discuss. Thanks.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Patterson, Craig

Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 10:19 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan; Barth, Edwin; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; McKernan, John

Subject: RE: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Thanks Jonathan for the additional comments, they provide some historical perspective. | am in M-
W next week but out of the office Th-F if you want to discuss other options for treatment.
Craig

Craig Patterson, P.E.

Environmental Engineer

U.S. EPA M.S. 689

26 W. Martin Luther King Drive

Cincinnati, Ohio 45268

Phone: 513-487-2805

Fax: 513-569-7158
atterson.craig@epa.gov
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From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 1:00 PM

To: Barth, Edwin; Patterson, Craig; Zavala, Bernie

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; McKernan, John

Subject: RE: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Ed and Craig:

Thanks for your quick review and initial thoughts. | realized that | had not sent you EPA’s initial set of
comments on the 30 percent RD as | had intended. They’re now attached. Me, Bernie, and a
colleague from the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality contributed to them. Additional
comments from EPA to FMC will follow although not by April 3, 2015 as we had anticipated.

Your focus on the treatability study, as Bernie and | requested, is appreciated. Key “big picture”
guestions related to the proposed treatment system that we would also like you to consider include
the following:

Are there other types of water treatment which could also be used for removing As, P, and other
contaminants in the effluent that deserve consideration? If so, what would be needed to rule them
in/out before moving to the next design phase?

Might additional polishing steps be needed prior to discharging into a percolation pond? Why or
why not?

Thanks in advance for your continued review. | think that Bernie and | can be available early next
week to discuss if that’s workable for you guys.

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov

From: Barth, Edwin

Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2015 7:50 AM

To: Patterson, Craig; Zavala, Bernie; Williams, Jonathan
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; McKernan, John

Subject: RE: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Like Craig, | have minimal comments so far, jar testing is a very basic procedure. The only item you
may want to ask is whether or not a pre-oxidation step would increase As removal. Given both that
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the pKa 1,2, and 3 for H3PO4 are 2.1, 7.21, and 12.3 and that the jar test were sufficient within the
pH range of 6-9, staying in this range is important.

From: Patterson, Craig

Sent: Wednesday, April 01, 2015 10:47 AM

To: Zavala, Bernie; Williams, Jonathan

Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee; McKernan, John; Barth, Edwin
Subject: RE: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Hello Jon/Bernie,

| had a chance to review the report this morning and it looks good to me. The addition of ferric
chloride and the polymer brought the As and Phosphorus below their regulatory limits. Most of the
turbidity is comprised of particles < 8 microns. The primary constituents in the sludge will be
coagulant based. The overall approach seems sound. | have attached a file with 4 typos (in faint
red). | apologize for not having anything more profound to report,

Craig

Craig Patterson, P.E.
Environmental Engineer

U.S. EPA M.S. 689

26 W. Martin Luther King Drive
Cincinnati, Ohio 45268

Phone: 513-487-2805

Fax: 513-569-7158

patterson.craig@epa.gov

From: Barth, Edwin

Sent: Tuesday, March 31, 2015 9:15 AM

To: Williams, Jonathan

Cc: Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee; Patterson, Craig; McKernan, John
Subject: RE: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review

Jon/Bernie: the package has arrived. Before Thur, you wanted us to quickly scan the document for:

1) Were the appropriate technologies considered?

2) Non-COCs issues (dissolve solids)

3) Overall approach
Since | am leaving early today and tomorrow (Spring Break), Craig will get back to you directly via
email. We can provide more input after your initial rush for comments before your THUR mtg.

From: Williams, Jonathan

Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 7:37 PM

To: Barth, Edwin

Cc: Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee

Subject: FMC OU Treatability Testing Study Review



mailto:patterson.craig@epa.gov



This e-mail is to confirm that Bernie and | are available tomorrow at 10 am PDT (1 pm EDT) to discuss
an EPA review of FMC's treatability testing results. You might recall that you and Craig reviewed the
treatability testing work plan last fall after FMC took the risk to implement it without EPA approval.
Shall we call your office or some other number?

Jonathan Williams, LHG

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA 98101

Telephone: (206) 553-1369
E-mail: williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Gervais, Gregory

To: martinol.anl.gov; Adam. Michael
Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda;

Fonseca, Silvina; Jill Grant (jarant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell
Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts
Date: Monday, April 20, 2015 1:47:11 PM
Lou,

I did some checking and one helpful person on this matter would be Ed Greutert of Booz Allen Hamilton. BAH is an
EPA contractor that has provided technical support on the E. Michaud Flats Site. If you can provide a list of
questions for us to provide him via email, that could be provided to Ed quickly. Otherwise, we would want to use
the same approach we outlined below for a week's notice for a call since an EPA contractor would also fall into the
category of our wanting to provide transparency with communications with the three primary parties on the site:
EPA, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, and FMC.

Thanks,
Greg

eelaeeeeeceeeeeceeeeeceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeele;

Greg Gervais, P.E.

Chief, Technology Assessment Branch | EPA OSWER OSRTI TIFSD

1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW, MC 5203P | Washington, DC 20460

703-603-0690 (0) | 571-289-2998 (c) | gervais.gregory@epa.gov | epa.gov/superfund | clu-in.org

**EPA cannot accept emails greater than 25MB | Contact me for send options**
cclacceaaeceeeeeecececeadeceeeeececececececelele]e)

From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2015 9:22 AM

To: Adam, Michael

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda;
Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

Michael,

Is there a good contact person at EPA that can provide information about the history of the development of the LDR
treatment plant, the potential High Temperature Dust filtration (HTDF) process to address generation of the waste
streams and supplant the LDR Treatment Plant and any associated treatment systems that would be used to handle
waste streams that could not be treated if the LDR Treatment Plant was not constructed?

If such a POC exists, what would the protocol be for a teleconference with that POC?

Louis Martino

Environmental Science Division
http://www.evs.anl.gov/

Argonne National Laboratory
Suite 6000, 955 L'Enfant Plaza SW
Washington DC 20024
202-488-2422
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From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 4:02 PM

To: Martino, Louis E.

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda;
Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

Yes, that should work.

We will want to make sure that any FMC response is conveyed back to EPA and the Tribes as well (at the same
time), so if FMC does not cc everyone, please make sure to forward to this group when you receive the response(s).
Please notify me if FMC (response) requires phone conversations of substance, so we can initiate the previously-
mentioned process.

Thanks

Mike

Michael Adam, U.S. EPA
Environmental Scientist; Project Officer
Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

Web: http://www.cluin.org

If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 3:47 PM

To: Adam, Michael

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda;
Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

Michael,

The Argonne team proposes an alternate approach. We would like to prepare a list of questions for FMC to respond
to. We can cc EPA and the Tribes. However, of course we cannot use business sensitive information since we won't
be able to add that information to what we have already gathered on ETTs.

Will that approach work for you?

Louis Martino

Environmental Science Division
http://www.evs.anl.gov/

Argonne National Laboratory
Suite 6000, 955 L'Enfant Plaza SW
Washington DC 20024
202-488-2422
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From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 1:01 PM

To: Martino, Louis E.

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda;
Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: 'FMC' site contacts

Lou, after some discussion, EPA HQ and the Tribes proposes the following as a means to provide the needed
transparency regarding Argonne National Labs' desired discussion with FMC:

- ANL will schedule its telephone meeting(s) with FMC using the point of contact EPA HQ provided to you (email
for this contact marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com). ANL will limit any interaction related to the scheduling process to
email (EPA HQ and Tribes reps cc'd).

- The telephone meeting will occur no sooner than 1 calendar week after ANL emails FMC's point of contact. You
may schedule the meeting based on ANL's and FMC's personnel availability, it is assumed that with 1+ week lead
time the Tribes' and EPA's observers can reschedule any other meeting obligations and make one or more people
available to observe the ANL-FMC call.

- EPA HQ and Tribes' reps are allowed listen to the call and observe; EPA HQ and the Tribes will NOT participate
in the call verbally as the observers are present to enable transparency, not to provide information or clarify/rebut
information provided to ANL by FMC at that time.

- If either EPA HQ or the Tribes take issue with information provided by FMC or otherwise with the content of the
telephone meeting, that party can put their issues in writing within 30 calendar days of the call and provide it via
email to ANL (cc to the other party; do not need to cc FMC). ANL will consider this transmittal within the scope
and relevance to the report.

- EPA HQ and the Tribes will be able to provide any other comments or concerns to ANL during the ANL draft
report comment period later this year.

The goal is to remain transparency while not significantly slowing down the pace of the production of the draft
report. Let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks

Mike

Michael Adam, U.S. EPA
Environmental Scientist; Project Officer
Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

Web: http://www.cluin.org

If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

From: Adam, Michael

Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 3:03 PM

To: 'Martino, Louis E.'

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda;
Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: 'FMC' site contacts

Lou,

Jonathan Williams (RPM) provided us with some recommended contacts. Marjo Carpenter is the client contact
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(works for FMC). Rob Hartman is a contractor (for MWH), and is the RD manager for the FMC OU (you may
remember him from the site visit). Marjo may direct you to Rob, but check-in with her.

Marjo Carpenter (215) 299-6210.
Rob Hartman (801) 617-3256.

Thanks,

Mike

Michael Adam, U.S. EPA

Environmental Scientist; Cleanup Technology Advocate; Project Officer
Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

Web: http://www.cluin.org

If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 6:10 PM

To: Adam, Michael
Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda;

Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net
Subject: Re: FMC Comments Part 1

Michael,

Thanks. We will review the information provided. My team would like to contact FMC. Should we work that
contact through you? And do you have a suggested starting point (a POC)?

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Gervais, Gregory

To: martinol.anl.gov

Cc: Adam. Michael; Kimmell. Todd A.; Jerden. James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca
Silvina; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: Re: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

Date: Monday, April 20, 2015 2:38:05 PM

Lou,

Please email your questions to marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com
Thanks,

Greg
Sent from my mobile device

On Apr 20, 2015, at 5:07 PM, Martino, Louis E. <martinol@anl.gov> wrote:

Greg,
We have our written questions together for FMC. What poc at FMC shall we route the questions to?
Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 20, 2015, at 4:47 PM, Gervais, Gregory <Gervais.Gregory@epa.gov> wrote:
Lou,

I did some checking and one helpful person on this matter would be Ed Greutert of Booz
Allen Hamilton. BAH is an EPA contractor that has provided technical support on the E.
Michaud Flats Site. If you can provide a list of questions for us to provide him via email,
that could be provided to Ed quickly. Otherwise, we would want to use the same
approach we outlined below for a week's notice for a call since an EPA contractor would
also fall into the category of our wanting to provide transparency with communications
with the three primary parties on the site: EPA, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, and FMC.

Thanks,

Greg

eclaaaeeeeeeecceeeceeeececeeeeeceeeeceeeeeeeeee)

Greg Gervais, P.E.
Chief, Technology Assessment Branch | EPA OSWER OSRTI TIFSD

1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW, MC 5203P | Washington, DC 20460

703-603-0690 (0) | 571-289-2998 (c) | gervais.gregory@epa.gov | epa.gov/superfund |
clu-in.org

**EPA cannot accept emails greater than 25MB | Contact me for send options**
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From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]
Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2015 9:22 AM

To: Adam, Michael

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant

(igrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell,
Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

Michael,

Is there a good contact person at EPA that can provide information about the history of
the development of the LDR treatment plant, the potential High Temperature Dust
filtration (HTDF) process to address generation of the waste streams and supplant the
LDR Treatment Plant and any associated treatment systems that would be used to handle
waste streams that could not be treated if the LDR Treatment Plant was not constructed?

If such a POC exists, what would the protocol be for a teleconference with that POC?

Louis Martino

Environmental Science Division
http://www.evs.anl.gov

Argonne National Laboratory
Suite 6000, 955 L'Enfant Plaza SW
Washington DC 20024

202-488-2422

From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 4:02 PM

To: Martino, Louis E.

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant

(igrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell,
Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

Yes, that should work.
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We will want to make sure that any FMC response is conveyed back to EPA and the
Tribes as well (at the same time), so if FMC does not cc everyone, please make sure to
forward to this group when you receive the response(s). Please notify me if FMC
(response) requires phone conversations of substance, so we can initiate the previously-
mentioned process.

Thanks

Mike

Michael Adam, U.S. EPA
Environmental Scientist; Project Officer
Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268
Web: http://www.cluin.org

If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 3:47 PM

To: Adam, Michael

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant

(igrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell,
Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

Michael,

The Argonne team proposes an alternate approach. We would like to prepare a list of
questions for FMC to respond to. We can cc EPA and the Tribes. However, of course we
cannot use business sensitive information since we won't be able to add that information
to what we have already gathered on ETTSs.

Will that approach work for you?

Louis Martino

Environmental Science Division
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Argonne National Laboratory
Suite 6000, 955 L'Enfant Plaza SW
Washington DC 20024

202-488-2422

From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 1:01 PM

To: Martino, Louis E.

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant

(igrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell,
Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: RE: 'FMC' site contacts

Lou, after some discussion, EPA HQ and the Tribes proposes the following as a means
to provide the needed transparency regarding Argonne National Labs' desired discussion
with FMC:

- ANL will schedule its telephone meeting(s) with FMC using the point of contact EPA
HQ provided to you (email for this contact marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com). ANL will
limit any interaction related to the scheduling process to email (EPA HQ and Tribes reps
cc'd).

- The telephone meeting will occur no sooner than 1 calendar week after ANL emails
FMC's point of contact. You may schedule the meeting based on ANL's and FMC's
personnel availability, it is assumed that with 1+ week lead time the Tribes' and EPA's
observers can reschedule any other meeting obligations and make one or more people
available to observe the ANL-FMC call.

- EPA HQ and Tribes' reps are allowed listen to the call and observe; EPA HQ and the
Tribes will NOT participate in the call verbally as the observers are present to enable
transparency, not to provide information or clarify/rebut information provided to ANL
by FMC at that time.

- If either EPA HQ or the Tribes take issue with information provided by FMC or
otherwise with the content of the telephone meeting, that party can put their issues in
writing within 30 calendar days of the call and provide it via email to ANL (cc to the
other party; do not need to cc FMC). ANL will consider this transmittal within the scope
and relevance to the report.

- EPA HQ and the Tribes will be able to provide any other comments or concerns to ANL
during the ANL draft report comment period later this year.

The goal is to remain transparency while not significantly slowing down the pace of the
production of the draft report. Let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks
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Mike

Michael Adam, U.S. EPA
Environmental Scientist; Project Officer
Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

Web: http://www.cluin.org

If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

From: Adam, Michael
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 3:03 PM
To: 'Martino, Louis E.'

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant

(igrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell,
Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: 'FMC' site contacts

Lou,

Jonathan Williams (RPM) provided us with some recommended contacts. Marjo
Carpenter is the client contact (works for FMC). Rob Hartman is a contractor (for
MWH), and is the RD manager for the FMC OU (you may remember him from the site
visit). Marjo may direct you to Rob, but check-in with her.

Marjo Carpenter (215) 299-6210.

Rob Hartman (801) 617-3256.

Thanks,

Mike

Michael Adam, U.S. EPA

Environmental Scientist; Cleanup Technology Advocate; Project Officer
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Office: 703-603-9915

Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

Web: http://www.cluin.org

If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 6:10 PM

To: Adam, Michael

Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman
(dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant

(igrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell,
Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: Re: FMC Comments Part 1

Michael,

Thanks. We will review the information provided. My team would like to contact FMC.
Should we work that contact through you? And do you have a suggested starting point (
a POC)?

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Gervais, Gregory

To: martinol.anl.gov; Adam. Michael
Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler, Linda;

Fonseca, Silvina; Jill Grant (jarant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell
Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: Re: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts
Date: Tuesday, April 21, 2015 11:48:45 AM
Lou,

In addition to Mr. Greutert of BAH, Ms. Linda Meyer of EPA Region 10 was involved with this issue under the
RCRA program when the LDR plant and HTDF were ongoing issues. Similar to Greutert, if you would like to have
a call or email questions please use the same process as for asking questions of FMC. Linda's email is
Meyer.linda@epa.gov .

Best,
Greg
Sent from my mobile device

> On Apr 20, 2015, at 4:47 PM, Gervais, Gregory <Gervais.Gregory@epa.gov> wrote:

>

> Lou,

>

> | did some checking and one helpful person on this matter would be Ed Greutert of Booz Allen Hamilton. BAH is
an EPA contractor that has provided technical support on the E. Michaud Flats Site. If you can provide a list of
questions for us to provide him via email, that could be provided to Ed quickly. Otherwise, we would want to use
the same approach we outlined below for a week's notice for a call since an EPA contractor would also fall into the
category of our wanting to provide transparency with communications with the three primary parties on the site:
EPA, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, and FMC.

>

> Thanks,

>

> Greg

>

>0000eEEEEEEEEEEREAEEEEEREAACEEEAEACCEEERCAAEAEA

>

> Greg Gervais, P.E.

> Chief, Technology Assessment Branch | EPA OSWER OSRTI TIFSD

> 1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW, MC 5203P | Washington, DC 20460

> 703-603-0690 (0) | 571-289-2998 (c) | gervais.gregory@epa.gov | epa.gov/superfund | clu-in.org

>

> **EPA cannot accept emails greater than 25MB | Contact me for send options**
qclcleleleleelecceceaaeceeeececececececeeecelcelceleelele)

> From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]
> Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2015 9:22 AM

> To: Adam, Michael

> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

> Subject: RE: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

>

> Michael,



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=D8CA2F7DA7C9493988E713608C8FEED7-GERVAIS, GREGORY

mailto:martinol@anl.gov

mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov

mailto:tkimmell@anl.gov

mailto:jerden@anl.gov

mailto:quinnj@anl.gov

mailto:dreisman@cinci.rr.com

mailto:Fiedler.Linda@epa.gov

mailto:Fonseca.Silvina@epa.gov

mailto:jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com

mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com

mailto:McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov

mailto:McDonnell.Kimberlee@epa.gov

mailto:susanh@ida.net

mailto:martinol@anl.gov



>

> |s there a good contact person at EPA that can provide information about the history of the development of the
LDR treatment plant, the potential High Temperature Dust filtration (HTDF) process to address generation of the
waste streams and supplant the LDR Treatment Plant and any associated treatment systems that would be used to
handle waste streams that could not be treated if the LDR Treatment Plant was not constructed?

>

> If such a POC exists, what would the protocol be for a teleconference with that POC?

>

> Louis Martino

> Environmental Science Division

> http://www.evs.anl.gov/

> Argonne National Laboratory

> Suite 6000, 955 L'Enfant Plaza SW

> Washington DC 20024

> 202-488-2422

> From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
> Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 4:02 PM

> To: Martino, Louis E.

> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

> Subject: RE: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

>

> Yes, that should work.

>

> We will want to make sure that any FMC response is conveyed back to EPA and the Tribes as well (at the same
time), so if FMC does not cc everyone, please make sure to forward to this group when you receive the response(s).
Please notify me if FMC (response) requires phone conversations of substance, so we can initiate the previously-
mentioned process.

>

> Thanks

>

> Mike

>
>
> Michael Adam, U.S. EPA

> Environmental Scientist; Project Officer
> Office: 703-603-9915

> Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

> Web: http://www.cluin.org
>

>
> If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

> From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]

> Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 3:47 PM

> To: Adam, Michael

> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

> Subject: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

>

> Michael,

>
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> The Argonne team proposes an alternate approach. We would like to prepare a list of questions for FMC to
respond to. We can cc EPA and the Tribes. However, of course we cannot use business sensitive information since
we won't be able to add that information to what we have already gathered on ETTSs.

>

> Will that approach work for you?

>

> Louis Martino

> Environmental Science Division

> http://www.evs.anl.gov/

> Argonne National Laboratory

> Suite 6000, 955 L'Enfant Plaza SW

> Washington DC 20024

> 202-488-2422

> From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
> Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 1:01 PM

> To: Martino, Louis E.

> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

> Subject: RE: 'FMC' site contacts

>

> Lou, after some discussion, EPA HQ and the Tribes proposes the following as a means to provide the needed
transparency regarding Argonne National Labs' desired discussion with FMC:

>

> - ANL will schedule its telephone meeting(s) with FMC using the point of contact EPA HQ provided to you
(email for this contact marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com). ANL will limit any interaction related to the scheduling
process to email (EPA HQ and Tribes reps cc'd).

> - The telephone meeting will occur no sooner than 1 calendar week after ANL emails FMC's point of contact. You
may schedule the meeting based on ANL's and FMC's personnel availability, it is assumed that with 1+ week lead
time the Tribes' and EPA's observers can reschedule any other meeting obligations and make one or more people
available to observe the ANL-FMC call.

> - EPA HQ and Tribes' reps are allowed listen to the call and observe; EPA HQ and the Tribes will NOT
participate in the call verbally as the observers are present to enable transparency, not to provide information or
clarify/rebut information provided to ANL by FMC at that time.

> - If either EPA HQ or the Tribes take issue with information provided by FMC or otherwise with the content of
the telephone meeting, that party can put their issues in writing within 30 calendar days of the call and provide it via
email to ANL (cc to the other party; do not need to cc FMC). ANL will consider this transmittal within the scope
and relevance to the report.

> - EPA HQ and the Tribes will be able to provide any other comments or concerns to ANL during the ANL draft
report comment period later this year.

>

> The goal is to remain transparency while not significantly slowing down the pace of the production of the draft
report. Let me know if you have any questions.

>

> Thanks

>

> Mike

>
>
> Michael Adam, U.S. EPA

> Environmental Scientist; Project Officer
> Office: 703-603-9915

> Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

> Web: http://www.cluin.org
>
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>
> If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

> From: Adam, Michael

> Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 3:03 PM

> To: 'Martino, Louis E.'

> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

> Subject: 'FMC' site contacts

>

> Lou,

>

> Jonathan Williams (RPM) provided us with some recommended contacts. Marjo Carpenter is the client contact
(works for FMC). Rob Hartman is a contractor (for MWH), and is the RD manager for the FMC OU (you may
remember him from the site visit). Marjo may direct you to Rob, but check-in with her.

>

> Marjo Carpenter (215) 299-6210.

> Rob Hartman (801) 617-3256.

>

> Thanks,

>

> Mike

>
>
> Michael Adam, U.S. EPA

> Environmental Scientist; Cleanup Technology Advocate; Project Officer
> Office: 703-603-9915

> Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

> Web: http://www.cluin.org
>

>
> If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

> From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]

> Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 6:10 PM

> To: Adam, Michael

> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

> Subject: Re: FMC Comments Part 1

>

> Michael,

>

> Thanks. We will review the information provided. My team would like to contact FMC. Should we work that
contact through you? And do you have a suggested starting point (a POC)?

>

> Sent from my iPhone
>
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From: Martino, Louis E.

To: Gervais, Gregory
Cc: Adam, Michael; Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com);

Fiedler, Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright (kwright@sbtribes.com);
McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

Subject: Re: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts
Date: Monday, April 20, 2015 2:07:08 PM
Greg,

We have our written questions together for FMC. What poc at FMC shall we route the questions to?
Sent from my iPhone

> On Apr 20, 2015, at 4:47 PM, Gervais, Gregory <Gervais.Gregory@epa.gov> wrote:

>

> Lou,

>

> | did some checking and one helpful person on this matter would be Ed Greutert of Booz Allen Hamilton. BAH is
an EPA contractor that has provided technical support on the E. Michaud Flats Site. If you can provide a list of
questions for us to provide him via email, that could be provided to Ed quickly. Otherwise, we would want to use
the same approach we outlined below for a week's notice for a call since an EPA contractor would also fall into the
category of our wanting to provide transparency with communications with the three primary parties on the site:
EPA, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes, and FMC.

>

> Thanks,

>

> Greg

>

>0000eEEEEREEEEEEREEECEEEREAEEEEEACACEEERERAAAEAEA

>

> Greg Gervais, P.E.

> Chief, Technology Assessment Branch | EPA OSWER OSRTI TIFSD

> 1200 Pennsylvania Ave NW, MC 5203P | Washington, DC 20460

> 703-603-0690 (0) | 571-289-2998 (c) | gervais.gregory@epa.gov | epa.gov/superfund | clu-in.org

>

> **EPA cannot accept emails greater than 25MB | Contact me for send options**
dclelecleeeeeeeaeeaaeaeeeeeceeecedeeaeedeedeeeeleele)

> From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]
> Sent: Thursday, April 16, 2015 9:22 AM

> To: Adam, Michael

> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

> Subject: RE: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

>

> Michael,

>

> |s there a good contact person at EPA that can provide information about the history of the development of the
LDR treatment plant, the potential High Temperature Dust filtration (HTDF) process to address generation of the
waste streams and supplant the LDR Treatment Plant and any associated treatment systems that would be used to
handle waste streams that could not be treated if the LDR Treatment Plant was not constructed?

>

> |If such a POC exists, what would the protocol be for a teleconference with that POC?
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>

> Louis Martino

> Environmental Science Division

> http://www.evs.anl.gov/

> Argonne National Laboratory

> Suite 6000, 955 L'Enfant Plaza SW
> Washington DC 20024

> 202-488-2422

> From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
> Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 4:02 PM

> To: Martino, Louis E.

> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

> Subject: RE: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

>

> Yes, that should work.

>

> We will want to make sure that any FMC response is conveyed back to EPA and the Tribes as well (at the same
time), so if FMC does not cc everyone, please make sure to forward to this group when you receive the response(s).
Please notify me if FMC (response) requires phone conversations of substance, so we can initiate the previously-
mentioned process.

>

> Thanks

>

> Mike

>
>
> Michael Adam, U.S. EPA

> Environmental Scientist; Project Officer
> Office: 703-603-9915

> Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

> Web: http://www.cluin.org
>

>
> If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

> From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]

> Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 3:47 PM

> To: Adam, Michael

> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

> Subject: query for elemental phosphorus subject matter experts

>

> Michael,

>

> The Argonne team proposes an alternate approach. We would like to prepare a list of questions for FMC to
respond to. We can cc EPA and the Tribes. However, of course we cannot use business sensitive information since
we won't be able to add that information to what we have already gathered on ETTSs.

>

> Will that approach work for you?

>

> Louis Martino



http://www.evs.anl.gov/

mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov

http://www.cluin.org/

mailto:martinol@anl.gov



> Environmental Science Division

> http://www.evs.anl.gov/

> Argonne National Laboratory

> Suite 6000, 955 L'Enfant Plaza SW
> Washington DC 20024

> 202-488-2422

> From: Adam, Michael [mailto:Adam.Michael@epa.gov]
> Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 1:01 PM

> To: Martino, Louis E.
> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net
> Subject: RE: 'FMC' site contacts
>
> Lou, after some discussion, EPA HQ and the Tribes proposes the following as a means to provide the needed
transparency regarding Argonne National Labs' desired discussion with FMC:
>
> - ANL will schedule its telephone meeting(s) with FMC using the point of contact EPA HQ provided to you
(email for this contact marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com). ANL will limit any interaction related to the scheduling
process to email (EPA HQ and Tribes reps cc'd).
> - The telephone meeting will occur no sooner than 1 calendar week after ANL emails FMC's point of contact. You
may schedule the meeting based on ANL's and FMC's personnel availability, it is assumed that with 1+ week lead
time the Tribes' and EPA's observers can reschedule any other meeting obligations and make one or more people
available to observe the ANL-FMC call.
> - EPA HQ and Tribes' reps are allowed listen to the call and observe; EPA HQ and the Tribes will NOT
participate in the call verbally as the observers are present to enable transparency, not to provide information or
clarify/rebut information provided to ANL by FMC at that time.
> - If either EPA HQ or the Tribes take issue with information provided by FMC or otherwise with the content of
the telephone meeting, that party can put their issues in writing within 30 calendar days of the call and provide it via
email to ANL (cc to the other party; do not need to cc FMC). ANL will consider this transmittal within the scope
and relevance to the report.
> - EPA HQ and the Tribes will be able to provide any other comments or concerns to ANL during the ANL draft
report comment period later this year.
>
> The goal is to remain transparency while not significantly slowing down the pace of the production of the draft
report. Let me know if you have any questions.
>
> Thanks
>
> Mike
>
>
> Michael Adam, U.S. EPA
> Environmental Scientist; Project Officer
> Office: 703-603-9915
> Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268
> Web: http://www.cluin.org
>
>
> If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

> From: Adam, Michael
> Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 3:03 PM
> To: 'Martino, Louis E.'
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> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

> Subject: 'FMC' site contacts

>

> Lou,

>

> Jonathan Williams (RPM) provided us with some recommended contacts. Marjo Carpenter is the client contact
(works for FMC). Rob Hartman is a contractor (for MWH), and is the RD manager for the FMC OU (you may
remember him from the site visit). Marjo may direct you to Rob, but check-in with her.

>

> Marjo Carpenter (215) 299-6210.

> Rob Hartman (801) 617-3256.

>

> Thanks,

>

> Mike

>
>
> Michael Adam, U.S. EPA

> Environmental Scientist; Cleanup Technology Advocate; Project Officer
> Office: 703-603-9915

> Mobile/SMS: 703-399-4268

> Web: http://www.cluin.org
>

>
> If you believe you have received this email in error, please contact me ASAP.

> From: Martino, Louis E. [mailto:martinol@anl.gov]

> Sent: Wednesday, April 08, 2015 6:10 PM

> To: Adam, Michael

> Cc: Kimmell, Todd A.; Jerden, James L., Jr.; Quinn, John; Dave Reisman (dreisman@cinci.rr.com); Fiedler,
Linda; Fonseca, Silvina; Gervais, Gregory; Jill Grant (jgrant@jillgrantlaw.com); Kelly Wright
(kwright@sbtribes.com); McDonnell, Kimberlee; susanh@ida.net

> Subject: Re: FMC Comments Part 1

>

> Michael,

>

> Thanks. We will review the information provided. My team would like to contact FMC. Should we work that
contact through you? And do you have a suggested starting point (a POC)?

>

> Sent from my iPhone
>



http://www.cluin.org/

mailto:martinol@anl.gov





